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Notes on Chiliasm. 


(Conclusion.) 


3. Chiliasm vitiates the Gospel principle. Salvation is by grace 
alone. Salvation is by the Gospel alone. This truth constitutes the 
principle of Christian theology and of all Christian thought. It dom- 
inates Christian theology. It is intolerant of the conception, in any 
form, that salvation can come to man by any other way than by the 
Gospel of graze. And it rules all Christian thought. The Gospel of 
the forgiveness of sins is the Christian’s prime consideration, his chief 
joy, his spiritual one and all. That is the Gospel principle, and this 
principle is vitiated by chiliasm. The chiliasts within the Protestant 
churches do not indeed deny the chief article of the Christian religion, 
justification by faith, salvation by grace. The Lutheran chiliasts 
and the Fundamentalist chiliasts strongly insist on the sola gratia. 
When they forget their chiliasm, they utter sweet Gospel-truths. 
But as soon as the chiliastic thoughts intrude, they are thrown out 
of harmony with the Gospel principle. Any deviation from any 
Scripture-truth has this effect. Sooner or later every error affects the 
heart of the Christian doctrine, the Gospel of grace. Chiliasm is no 
exception to this rule. In various ways it goes against the Gospel 
principle. 

1) “When chiliasm actually enters the heart, it diverts the heart 
and mind from the hidden spiritual glory of the Christian life, which 
consists in the assurance of the forgiveness of sins and of the future 
heavenly heritage, and puts in place of it the expectation of external 
and earthly grandeur.” (F. Pieper, Chr. Dog., III, p. 592.) The Gospel 
bids us rejoice in the forgiveness of sins. Chiliasm directs men to 
rejoice in the forgiveness of sins and in the hope of the millennial 
earthly bliss. But these two do not combine. They are not affinitive, 
but antipathetic. So much of the heart as is preempted by carnal 
expectations is closed to the Gospel. To the extent that chiliastic 
thoughts are effective, the effect of the Gospel is nullified. This is 
not a small matter. The Christian lives and moves and has his being 
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in the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins. His life develops as he 
feeds on the Gospel. He loses strength by just so much as his 
thoughts are diverted from the Gospel. And the danger is ever 
present that, feeding his flesh and developing its strength with carnal 
expectations, he will lose his taste for the Gospel, will lose the 
Gospel. That has happened. “Hs muss aber der Leser im Anfang 
erinnert werden, dass er die Traeume der Juden1) fliehe, welche diese 
geistlichen Verheissungen auf das leibliche Koenigreich uebertragen 
und so in zwiefachen Irrtum verfallen. Denn AUF DIESE WEISE VER- 
LIEREN SIE SOWOHL CrristuM, dessen Reich geistlich ist, als auch das 
leibliche Koenigreich, welches sie vergeblich erwarten.” (XIV, 1056. 
On Micah 4.) In countless cases, by the infinite grace of God, the 
chiliastic disease is not permitted to run its full course. But wher- 
ever it lodges, something of Christ, of the Gospel, is lost. It is an 
evil thing. 

2) Much of the Gospel is lost in another way. Chiliasm fails to 
give full scope to the Gospel-message. The thoroughgoing chiliast has 
made, not soteriology, but eschatology, the chiliastic eschatology at 
that, the center of his theology. Captivated by its allurement and 
fully persuaded that the “gospel” of the millennial kingdom is needed 
to revive and rejuvenate the distressed Church, he is bound to neg!ect 
the preaching of the Gospel. His chief attention is given to “the 
Gospel of the Kingdom.” That is his favorite topic. That he stresses 
in his dealings with men. He speaks of it by day and dreams of it 
at night. Spener (himself given to a subtle form of chiliasm), in 
speaking of the grosser chiliasts, said “dass die Liebe zu der Meinung 
vom Chiliasmo, wo sie einmal in ein Gemuet eingesessen, die Leute so 
einnehme, dass sie sich nicht halten koennen, allerorten davon zu 
reden.” (Lehre u. Wehre, VI, 213.) The situation has not changed 
to-day. Note how often the premillennialist preaches on his favorite 
topic. If he preached on it but once, that would be once too often. 
But he cannot refrain from presenting it again and again and 
again. And the preaching of the Gospel-message suffers. The 
Gospel-message which his audience needed to hear in that particular 
service was not delivered. Read the average chiliastic literature, 
and you will not charge the Lutheran Witness (XL, 103) with exag- 
geration when it says: “When men get infatuated with millennialism, 
they forget about sin and redemption from sin, grace, pardon, and 
salvation. Their mind is filled with ages, eons, weeks, lunar years, 
times and half times, thousand years, the Middle of the Week, 
Seventy Years, the Satanic Trinity, Northeastern Confederacy, 
Zionists, Locusts from the Pit, a phantasmagoria of images from 


1) Walch adds here: “und Chiliasten” (VI, 2846). Whether Luther 
specified the chiliasts or not, the warning is directed at them. 
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Daniel and Revelation disarranged and misunderstood. Christ and 
His redeeming work, the Spirit and His graces, are forgotten.” 
While the eons were being marshaled in their chiliastic order and the 
glories of the future world-supremacy of the Church unfolded, a 
famishing soul was yearning for the Gospel of the forgiveness of sin; 
but there was no time for preaching it. 

In addition to this, chiliasm deprives men of opportunities of 
hearing the Gospel by reducing the extent of the Gospel contents of 
the Bible. It empties a great number of Bible words of their Gospel 
content and fills them with chiliastic matter. Not only the extreme 
premillennialists do this. The moderate premillennialists are guilty 
of it too. All chiliasts do it. They cannot do otherwise. In order 
to find Scripture for their basic teaching, they are compelled to 
take texts which describe the glory of the Gospel and the Gospel rule 
of the Savior and invest them with a chiliastic sense, making them 
speak of the glories of an earthly kingdom. Under the manipulation 
of chiliasm few real gospel-texts remain in the prophets and not 
a few New Testament passages are divested of their Gospel char- 
acter. “Hs ist das in der Tat eine Eigentuemlichkeit der Lehre vom 
Tausendjaehrigen Reich. ... Man muss nun alles aufbieten, seiner 
Meinung neue Stuetzen zu bereiten, bis zuletzt die ganze Schrift in 
den Strudel des Chiliasmus hineingezogen wird.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 
VI, 213.) The prophecies of the Old Testament are freighted with 
the wealth of the Gospel. “The Gospel of God, which He had prom- 
ised afore by His prophets in the Holy Scriptures,” Rom.1,1f. Little 
of that wealth remains in the chiliastic Bible. H. Frost quotes Micah 
4,1—8 (“The Law shall go forth of Zion and the Word of the Lord 
from Jerusalem,” etc.) and Jer. 23,1—8 (“In His days Judah shall 
be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely; and this is His name whereby 
He shall be called, the Lord Our Righteousness,” ete.) and divests 
these prophecies of their Gospel character: “These words cannot be 
connected with the present-day Church.... The descriptions given, 
however heavenly in character, are pronouncedly earthly in prospect 
and realization. We must conclude, therefore, that they speak of an 
earthly period and condition which have not yet been fulfilled, but 
which will be in God’s good time—in the ‘millennium.’” (The 
Second Coming of Christ, 147—150.) Many other prophecies suffer 
the same fate. For instance, the glorious promises given to David 
and those relating to the building of the Church through the Gospel- 
preaching. According to the Scofield Bible 2 Sam. 7,8—17 does not 
refer to the Gospel reign of Jesus Christ, but to the “days of Israel’s 
exaltation and blessing”; “the Lord will yet give to that Thorn- 
crowned One ‘the throne of His father David’” (Notes on 2 Sam. 7 
and Acts 2); and Amos 9, 11—15 is given the heading “The Lord’s 
return and the reestablishment of the Davidic monarchy; full king- 
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dom blessing of restored Israel.” All these and the related prophecies 
have little to offer to the chiliastic reader who is hungering for the 
Gospel, the message of the forgiveness of sins. “It is a greatly im- 
poverished Gospel when the promises concerning David’s Seed are 
taken from it, are characterized as ‘Jewish,’ and are ‘postponed’ to 
another age than this and to another people than the redeemed of 
this age. And that is exactly what is being done under our very eyes.” 
(Ph. Mauro, The Gospel of the Kingdom, p. 130.) 

The Gospel contents of the New Testament, too, are greatly re- 
duced. In the first place, those passages of the New Testament which 
quote the Messianic prophecies mentioned above are of course filled 
with the same chiliastic contents. It should not be a matter of 
course. Seeing that the New Testament quotes these prophecies as 
fulfilled through the preaching of the Gospel of the forgiveness of 
sins, one should think that the chiliastic interpreter would revise his 
misinterpretation. But in spite of the insistence of the apostles that 
now, at the present time, in their days and our days, these prophecies 
are being fulfilled, the premillennialist assures his readers that the 
millennium will bring the fulfilment. James distinctly says, Acts 
15, 13—18, that through the conversion of the Gentiles by means of 
the preaching of the Gospel the tabernacle of David is being built. 
Nay, says the Scofield Bible. “James quotes from Amos 9, 11. 12. 
The verses which follow in Amos describe the final regathering of 
Israel, which the other prophets invariably connect with the fulfil- 
ment of the Davidic covenant. ‘And will build again the tabernacle 
of David,’ 2. e., reestablish the Davidie rule over Israel (2 Sam. 7, 
8—17; Luke 1, 31—33).” Luke 1,31—33! So Mary also is made to 
rejoice over the chiliastic blessing, and the thoughts of the readers 
of this passage are diverted from the real Gospel. In the note on 
2 Sam. 7, 9—17 also Acts 2, 29—32 is given as a New Testament 
reference. And one who reads this passage in the light of the Scofield 
Bible is deprived of the Gospel comfort of that part of the passage 
which is filled with chiliastic concepts. 

And more of the New Testament must go. The greater part 
of the preaching of John the Baptist does not deal with the Gospel. 
John the Baptist was a chiliast of the postponement-theory school of 
premillennialism. “Christ came offering to establish the Kingdom 
in power and glory, provided the Jews were willing to accept His 
principles of righteousness. It was as the forerunner of this phase 
of the work of Christ that John the Baptist came.... His quotations 
from the Old Testament are all prophecies of what we call the second 
coming of Christ. John spoke of Christ as Savior only in one 
passage. ... And it can be demonstrated that he did not under- 
stand what he was saying when he cried: ‘Behold the Lamb of God, 
which taketh away the sin of the world.’” (D.Barnhouse, His Own 
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Received Him Not, But —, p.18f.) So the reader must not look for 
Gospel in the greater part of the record of John the Baptist’s work. 
Neither must he look for it in those portions of the gospels which 
record the “early ministry” of Jesus. For “there is a great contrast 
between the early message of Jesus, which was the same as John’s 
message of repentance, and His later messages, which prepare the 
way for the great doctrinal utterances to be found in the epistles 
of Paul.... The early ministry of Jesus was primarily an ethical 
message. ‘After that John was put in prison, Jesus came into Galilee, 
preaching the Gospel of the kingdom of God and saying, The time 
is fulfilled and’the kingdom of God is at hand; repent ye and believe 
the Gospel,’ Mark 1, 14.15. This was far different from the message 
of Christ’s later ministry, when He announced that He was come to 
seek and to save that which was lost, Luke 19,10, and that He came 
not to be ministered unto, but to minister and to give His life a ran- 
som for many, Matt. 20, 28.” (D. Barnhouse, op. cit., p.22.) Will the 
pupils of these men look for the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins 
in the earlier portions of the gospels? And much of what Christ said 
in His “later ministry” is emptied of its Gospel content. It is made 
to deal with chiliastic matters. For instance, “This Gospel of the 
Kingdom shall be preached in all the world, ete.,” Matt. 24,14. Do 
not think of the Gospel of salvation! For, as Barnhouse tells you, 
“the Gospel of the Kingdom is a threat because of approaching judg- 
ment.” (Op. cit., p.22.) Take Matt. 25,34: “Come, ye blessed of My 
Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of 
the world.” Millions of God’s children have been comforted by this 
sweet Gospel-text. But it was not meant for them! It does not refer 
to the heavenly inheritance bestowed upon the believers by the grace 
of God. For “it is to be observed that ‘the kingdom’ here spoken 
of is not the heavenly one, but the earthly one, that is, the millen- 
nial,” and it comes to those who “have shown compassion upon the 
godly Jews.” (H. Frost, op. ctt., p.115 4.) There is much Gospel left 
in the preaching of the Christian chiliasts. They do preach the 
Gospel of salvation through Christ’s vicarious satisfaction. But it 
is not a small matter to deprive a soul that is hungering for the 
Gospel of any Gospel-text or to forego the preaching of the Gospel 
in favor of the preaching of chiliasm.?) 


2) One does not know what to make of this statement by C. I. Scofield 
in the chapter “The Four Gospels,” introducing the New Testament in the 
Scofield Bible: “III. The doctrines of grace are to be sought in the epistles, 
not in the gospels.” Dr. Scofield can hardly mean that the gospels do not 
reveal the grace of God. For the next sentence states: “But those doc- 
trines rest back upon the death and resurrection of Christ and upon the 
great germ truths to which He gave utterance and of which the epistles 
are the unfolding.” Does he mean that the gospels do not reveal the 
Gospel of grace with the needed clarity? Even that would be a bold 
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3) Chiliasm undervalues the Gospel. The chiliasts in the Lu- 
theran Church and in the fundamentalist section of the Reformed 
Church make much of the Gospel. They preach the Gospel of salva- 
tion through the blood of Christ with great earnestness and vigor. 
But at the same time they disparage this glorious Gospel. They do 
it in more ways than one. For one thing, the fundamental dogma of 
chiliasm constitutes a disparagement of the Gospel. The heart of 
chiliasm is the doctrine that the millennial Church will be invested 
with greater excellence and glory than the Church of the present 
dispensation possesses. This feature of chiliasm stands out very 
distinctly in Dispensationalism. The present dispensation is char- 
acterized by the preaching of the Gospel of Christ Crucified. But this 
is not the final dispensation. A better one is coming. “The sixth 
dispensation is the Dispensation of Grace; this began with the cove- 
nant of grace (Heb. 7,19—22).... The seventh is the Dispensation 
of the Kingdom; this will begin with the light of the coming and 
glory of Christ (2 Thess. 1, 7—11) and the Messianic covenant 
(2 Sam. 7, 16; 1 Chron. 17, 7; Is. 32, 1. 2; Luke 1, 30—383; Rev. 
20, 4.6).... When Christ comes again, therefore, it will be to under- 
take a new work in the fulfilling of God’s purposes toward the chil- 
dren of men, wherein He will reveal Himself as the Translator and 
Transfigurer of the Church (Eph. 2, 1—7).” (H. Frost, op. cit., 
pp. 180. 132.) 

All of this is derogatory to the glory of the Gospel. The Gospel 
constitutes the glory of the Church. Lowly and harassed as she is, 
she is resplendent with a glory that cannot be exceeded in this life. 
Oh, the excellent glory of the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins! “The 
glorious Gospel of the blessed God” (1 Tim.1,11); “the light of the 
glorious Gospel of Christ” (2 Cor. 4,4); “the ministration of right- 
eousness doth exceed in glory” (2 Cor. 3,9); as long as the world en- 
dures, the glory of Jesus shineth in the Gospel: the Gospel “gives 
the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus 
Christ” (2 Cor. 4,6). The Gospel is God’s last word to us. Into the 
Gospel God has poured all the riches of His saving grace and saving 
power. The Gospel is God’s most precious gift to the Church Militant, 
a treasure unsurpassed, unsurpassable. “It remaineth” (2 Cor. 3, 11); 
it will not be replaced by the glory of a seventh dispensation. Where 
the Gospel principle is in force, dominating all thinking, the thought 
of a better, more glorious dispensation than the Gospel dispensation 


assertion. At any rate it is misleading to say that the doctrines of grace 
are to be sought in the epistles, not in the gospels. It is a false contrast. — 
It is altogether misleading when he concludes with the statement: “Further- 
more, the only perfect example of perfect grace is the Christ of the 
gospels.” Scripture sharply distinguishes between grace as the forgive- 
ness of sins and grace as a virtue. The concepts of saving grace and of 
gratia infusa must not be treated as one, as is here done. 
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cannot arise. Men who deal in such thoughts have not fully appre- 
ciated the Gospel. Thus, “through the teaching of Dispensationalism” 
(and, we add, of every form of premillennialism) “the era of grace 
and the Gospel of grace were stripped of what properly belonged 
to them.” (Ph. Mauro, op. cit., p. 78). They do strip the Gospel 
of its full glory. B. Keller glories in the Gospel and in the 
Gospel era. Yet—“es ist nicht die groesste Gnadenzeit der Mensch- 
heitsgeschichte.... Das Allergroesste wird Gott erst noch tun... . 
Die Aufrichtung des Tausendjaehrigen Reichs bedeutet die groesste 
Gnadenzeit der Menschheitsgeschichte.” Surely Dr. Th. Graebner is 
right in declaring: “Wie wird durch solche Millenniumsschwaermerei 
doch das Evangelium in seinem innersten Kern verwundet!” (23d Re- 
port, Cal. and Nev. Dist., p.36f.) Chiliasm declares in effect that 
the Church is to look foward to something better than the Gospel 
of the forgiveness of sins. It obscures the glory of the Gospel. 


Again, Chiliasm belittles the Gospel by replacing the simple 
Gospel-preaching of the present era with the more efficient instru- 
mentalities of the millennium. These millennial agencies for the 
salvation of man are of various kinds. There are the instrumentalities 
of force and of visible splendor. Frost: “In the coming dispensation 
(the Kingdom) He will make salvation possible by consummating 
all that the past promised and the present secures, enjoining faith 
with works and constraining men to worship Christ as they see Him 
in all the splendor of His being and reign (Zech. 14, 9—21).” (Op. cit., 
p. 132.) Scofield Bible: “The Kingdom is to be established by power, 
not persuasion.” (Note on Zech. 12, 8.) Barnhouse: “Christ will 
establish His kingdom through power over all the earth.... There 
is to be a great overturning, to be accomplished by the power of the 
Lord Jesus, who will brook no interference in that day.... It will 
take the personal return of the Lord Jesus Christ, coming not as the 
meek and lowly Savior, but as the Lord of power and glory, to enforce 
righteous principles upon this earth.” (Op. cit., pp. 46. 116. 185.) 
Bibliotheca Sacra, July, 1934, p.281: “The kingdoms of this world 
do not become the kingdom of Christ by virtue of human service and 
ministry, but by the sudden and mighty power of God and in the 
midst of humanity’s rebellion against God on earth.” Lutheran Com- 
panion: “Christ’s rule will be forced upon the unwilling world.” 
Friedensbote: “Von der Herrlichkett, die sich alsdann in Jerusalem 
entfaltet, werden die Heiden mit Macht angezogen werden und in 
Massen herzustroemen mit dem innigen Verlangen ‘Zeigt uns euren 
Gott’ Dann wird man den Heiden nicht mehr muehsam nachgehen, 
sondern sie kommen von selbst herzu, angezogen von den reichen 
Guetern der Gottesoffenbarung, die sie vor sich sehen.’ (Lehre 
u. Wehre, 64, 288.) Th. Zahn: “Hbenso undenkbar aber ist auch, dass 
das Zusammenleben Christi mit seiner weber Suende und Tod er- 
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theran Church and in the fundamentalist section of the Reformed 
Church make much of the Gospel. They preach the Gospel of salva- 
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But at the same time they disparage this glorious Gospel. They do 
it in more ways than one. For one thing, the fundamental dogma of 
chiliasm constitutes a disparagement of the Gospel. The heart of 
chiliasm is the doctrine that the millennial Church will be invested 
with greater excellence and glory than the Church of the present 
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of the Kingdom; this will begin with the light of the coming and 
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Transfigurer of the Church (Eph. 2, 1—7).” (H. Frost, op. cit., 
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All of this is derogatory to the glory of the Gospel. The Gospel 
constitutes the glory of the Church. Lowly and harassed as she is, 
she is resplendent with a glory that cannot be exceeded in this life. 
Oh, the excellent glory of the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins! “The 
glorious Gospel of the blessed God” (1 Tim.1,11); “the light of the 
glorious Gospel of Christ” (2 Cor. 4,4); “the ministration of right- 
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Gospel God has poured all the riches of His saving grace and saving 
power. The Gospel is God’s most precious gift to the Church Militant, 
a treasure unsurpassed, unsurpassable. “It remaineth” (2 Cor. 3, 11); 
it will not be replaced by the glory of a seventh dispensation. Where 
the Gospel principle is in force, dominating all thinking, the thought 
of a better, more glorious dispensation than the Gospel dispensation 
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cannot arise. Men who deal in such thoughts have not fully appre- 
ciated the Gospel. Thus, “through the teaching of Dispensationalism” 
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with works and constraining men to worship Christ as they see Him 
in all the splendor of His being and reign (Zech. 14, 9—21).” (Op. cit., 
p. 132.) Scofield Bible: “The Kingdom is to be established by power, 
not persuasion.” (Note on Zech. 12, 8.) Barnhouse: “Christ will 
establish His kingdom through power over all the earth.... There 
is to be a great overturning, to be accomplished by the power of the 
Lord Jesus, who will brook no interference in that day.... It will 
take the personal return of the Lord Jesus Christ, coming not as the 
meek and lowly Savior, but as the Lord of power and glory, to enforce 
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habenen Gemeinde in einer verklaerten Natur nicht anziehend wirken 
sollte auf die noch ausserhalb dieses heiligen Bezirkes stehender Men- 
schen zu der Zeit der 1000 Jahre.” (On Rev. 20, p. 604.) 

In addition to these agencies there will be new revelations to 
accomplish the conversion of the sinners. Auberlen: “From heaven 
the saints rule the earth, whence we may conclude that one of the 
glories of the millennium shall consist in the much freer and more 
vivid communion of the heavenly and earthly churches in particular, 
and the lower and higher world in general. ... In this respect we 
must view the millennial kingdom as a time of new revelations, which 
reappear after the long pause during the church-historical period. . . . 
Israel, brought back to its own land, will now be the people of God 
in a much higher and more internal sense than it was before; for now 
the power of sin is checked, the knowledge of God fills the whole 
land, and the Lord dwells again among His people at Jerusalem. 
A new time of divine revelation will begin, the Spirit of God will 
be poured out abundantly, and a fulness of gifts of grace (charismata) 
be bestowed, even as the Apostolic Church possessed it typically.” 
(See R. F. Weidner, Annotations on Rev., pp. 282. 358.) Blackstone: 
“Jesus is coming again, and it is just as consistent that we shall 
receive an addition to the revealed Word of God, when He comes, as 
it was when He came before. ... Premillennialists look for the main 
accomplishment under Christ Himself, who will cut short the work in 
righteousness, and with different instrumentalities, Is. 4,4; Zech. 14.” 
(Jesus Is Coming, p. 114.) Will God give new revelations, make addi- 
tions to the revealed Word, the Bible? He could do that only by sub- 
tracting from the Bible. He would have to delete, for instance, Heb. 
1,1.2: “God hath in these last days spoken unto us by His Son,” 
John 17,20: “through their word,” ete. Will God give new revela- 
tions in order to accomplish His gracious purposes towards the world? 
Will He declare that the Gospel was insufficient for that purpose? 
How grievously chiliasm belittles the Gospel! 3) 


3) One of these instrumentalities, which is most offensive to us, — 
and to the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews (see chapters 8, 9, 10), — 
but very fascinating to the ultra-Jewish section of the chiliasts, is the 
restoration of the Levitical cultus, its Temple, altar, feast-days, and annual 
sacrifices. The Scofield Bible insists that Ezek. 43, 19—27, prescribing the 
offering of bullocks and goats, describes the millennial form of temple- 
worship. So also Blackstone: ‘The Levitical sacrifices and form of wor- 
ship are with some modifications reestablished.” (Op. cit., p.191.) The 
radicals of this ultra-Jewish section deserve this castigation at the hand 
of A. Kuyper: “The literal conception of this prophecy has tempted this 
Christian called Baumgarten to the sin which the apostle condemns so 
emphatically, namely, the return to Jewry. For that, and nothing else, 
is this sin when Baumgarten and Auberlen, after the blood of our Mediator 
has flowed upon Golgotha, and notwithstanding the express warning in 
Galatians and Hebrews, dare to call us Christians from among the Gen- 
tiles back to the Aaronic dispensation. Then the sum of it all must be 
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Yes, the millennial kingdom, equipped with these additional 
means of grace, will exert a much wider influence than the Kingdom 
of Grace, equipped only with the Gospel. The Gospel saves but a few. 
It is a poor, weak Gospel. But when the millennial forces are once 
put in operation, a universal salvation will result. Will all the world 
be converted in the millennium? The chiliasts are, as usual, not 
agreed on this point. Auberlen has his doubts. “It is possible that 
an apostasy should take place at the close of the millennium... . 
The inherited sinfulness of our nature shall be the only influence 
during the millennium to prevent the power of the transfigured 
Church saving7all souls. For what can move him in whom the visible 
glory of the Church, whilst the influence of evil is restrained, evokes 
no longing for communion with the Church’s King?” (Statement 
incorporated in the Fausset commentary on Rev. 20 and, in part, in 
Weidner’s Annotations, p. 358.) But the great majority of the pre- 
millennialists believes in “the general conversion of the world” 
(J. A. Seiss, see p. 164 of the current volume of this magazine), “the 
restitution of all things, . . . a transformation of the whole world, both 
spiritually and physically, . . . the ‘restoration of all things, being 
the blessing which Christ through judgments will bring to the earth 
at His return, first to Israel, then through Israel to the whole world” 
(H. Frost, op. cit., p. 235 f.). In the words of the Scofield Bible: 
“The Kingdom is to be established first over regathered, restored, 
and converted Israel and is then to become universal” (note on Zech. 
12, 8). Ph. Mauro has examined more chiliastic literature than we 
have, looked closely at the Scofield Bible, and this is what he found: 


that after all God does have a delight in the blood of bullocks and of 
rams. Then, for there is no alternative, our confession that the ministry of 
shadows was ended in Christ is an untruth and self-deception.” (Chiliasm, 
or the Doctrine of Premillennialism, p.17f.) Others of this ultra-Jewish 
faction are more conservative. The note in the Scofield Bible on Ezek. 43, 19 
states: “Doubtless these offerings will be memorial, looking back to the 
cross, as the offerings under the Old Covenant were anticipatory, looking 
forward to the cross.” But even with this safeguard the reintroduction 
of the Levitical sacrifices amounts to a disparagement of the Gospel. Our 
glorious Gospel needs no embellishments and reenforcements. The Gospel 
as it stands to-day, proclaiming the death of Christ and sealing the gift 
of the forgiveness of sins with the water of Baptism and the body and 
blood of the Lord in the Sacrament of the Altar, is perfect. No chiliastic 
contrivance can add to its power of salvation and beauty of grace. What, 
bring up the blood of goats to the altar where Christ is saying: “This 
cup is the new testament in My blood,’ in order to have an additional 
instrumentality of salvation? — Just by the way, where does Scofield find 
the “memorial” as opposed to the “anticipatory” in his sedes doctrinae? 
By what authority does Blackstone reestablish the Levitical sacrifices “with 
some modifications”? And are they not sadly jumbling their sharply de- 
fined seven dispensations? The fifth is the Dispensation of the Law, begin- 
ning with the Mosaic covenant (Frost), the Israelitish aion (Blackstone). 
That “terminated in the crucifixion,” they said. It seems it did not. 
It reappears as an essential part of the seventh dispensation. 
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“Here is Modernism with a vengeance. Think of it, my brethren! 
For nineteen centuries it has been taught as one of the most indis- 
putable of Christian verities that NOW is the day of salvation. But 
here is a copyrighted ‘Bible’ that tells us of a coming day in which 
all the inhabitants of the earth will be saved and blessed; a day in 
which the most glorious triumphs of the Gospel of Christ will be 
made to look contemptibly cheap and insignificant; a day when con- 
version will be on a national, a wholesale, and a world-wide scale!” 
(Op. cit., p. 209.) Luther on the conversion of the entire world: “Es 
haben auch etliche diesen Spruch [John 10,16] dahin gedeutet, dass 
es muesse erfuellt werden bald vor dem Juengsten Tage, wenn der 
Endchrist werde kommen und Elias und Henoch. Das ist nicht wahr, 
und hat’s eigentlich der Teufel zugerichtet, dass man glaubt, die 
ganze Welt werde Christen werden. Der Teufel hat’s darum getan, 
dass er die rechtschaffene Lehre verdunkelte, dass man sie nimmer 
recht verstuende.” (XI, p. 791.) Apply this to the matter in hand — 
der Teufel hat’s darum getan, Satan is spreading this delusion for 
the purpose of obscuring the glory of the Gospel. — We are charging 
the chiliasts with disparaging, undervaluing, belittling, the Gospel. 
And they are indeed telling their people that there is something 
better and more efficient than the Gospel. Their people — unless God 
in His mercy prevents it— will impatiently be awaiting the time 
when this barren Gospel era comes to an end. And some of them 
may say: Can we not at once substitute something better for this 
poor, beggarly Gospel ? 

4) Chiliasm, in its normal development, directly antagonizes the 
Gospel of grace. Dispensationalism does just that. We have in Sec- 
tion 3 arraigned the teaching that the seventh dispensation will 
exceed in glory the sixth dispensation, the Dispensation of Grace, 
as involving an undervaluation of the Gospel. But it does more than 
that. It sets up, in effect, a way of salvation different from that of 
the Gospel; and that certainly denies and antagonizes the funda- 
mental teaching of the Bible that salvation and all blessings come 
to man only by the Gospel of grace. The chiliast does not indeed 
specify the contents of these new revelations. We must not ask them 
to do so. For they are new, at present unknown, revelations. But if 
they are new revelations, they must differ from the Gospel revelation. 
So also force and visions of splendor as instruments of salvation lie 
outside of the sphere of the Gospel, are in conflict with the Gospel. 
We cannot but charge Dispensationalism with antagonizing the 
Gospel. Read, in addition to the pronouncements quoted under 3), 
also the following: “Christ came between the Dispensation of Law 
and that of grace, ending the one and beginning the other; . 
Christ will come between the present Dispensation of Grace and the 
future one of the Kingdom, again ending the one and beginning 
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the other.” (Frost, op. cit., p. 135.) The final, the most glorious dis- 
pensation, will not be one of grace. That is certainly Frost’s meaning. 
And study this: “Two revelations were given to the Apostle Paul: 
1) that of salvation to infinite perfection for individual Jew and 
Gentile alike through faith in Christ and on the ground of His death 
and resurrection (Gal.1,11.12). That this salvation is an exercise 
of grace which far surpasses anything hitherto experienced in the 
Old Testament is clearly revealed in 1 Pet.1,10.11. And 2) that of 
the new divine purpose in the outcalling of the Church (Eph. 3, 6). 
This new purpose is not merely that Gentiles are to be blessed. Old 
Testament prephecy had long predicted Gentile blessings. The pur- 
pose consists in the fact that a new body of humanity was to be 
formed from both Jews and Gentiles, a relationship in which there 
is neither Jew nor Gentile position retained, but where Christ is all 
in all (Gal. 3, 28; Col. 3,11).” (Bibliotheca Sacra, 1934, p. 151 f.) 
Whatever may be the import of this “second revelation,” it is clear 
that the author is no longer describing a salvation obtained through 
faith in Christ. That salvation comes under the sixth dispensation. 
These writers protest that their system is not subversive of the the- 
ology of grace. They find it is necessary to utter such protests. Frost 
declares: “The Second Coming will end the Dispensation of Grace — 
though not of grace itself —and will begin that of the Messianic 
kingdom.” (Op. cit., p. 182.) “Though not of grace itself” — but does 
that mean that in the seventh dispensation grace, the Gospel of 
grace, rules? No. For the next sentence reads: “When Christ 
comes again, therefore, it will be to undertake a new work in the 
fulfilling of God’s purposes toward the children of men.” And later 
on: “Christ will come between the present Dispensation of Grace 
and the future one of the Kingdom, ending the one and beginning 
the other.” The Dispensation of Grace will end, these men insist. 
God will no longer, in the final dispensation, employ the Gospel 
method. Different methods will be substituted. The strong language 
Ph. Mauro uses in this connection is not too strong: “The New Testa- 
ment knows of but one salvation; and that salvation is identified with 
the Gospel of Christ, which is expressly declared to be ‘the power of 
God unto salvation,’ Rom.1,16; 2 Tim.1,10; 1 Cor.15,1. I give it 
as the indubitable teaching of the New Testament that salvation is of 
one sort only, without any ‘respect of persons’; and that it comes only 
‘by the Gospel.’ Hence, in setting forth a different salvation, apart 
from the Gospel of Christ, this doctrine contradicts fundamental truth 
of the New Testament. Here, then, is a matter for the serious atten- 
tion of all ‘Fundamentalists.’” (Op. cit., p. 209 f.) 

Again, there are chiliasts who antagonize the Gospel in the most 
direct way: they teach the possibility of salvation by works of the 
Law. Where the Gospel dominates the heart, the thought that men 
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have, at times, under certain conditions, obtained salvation through 
the Law cannot arise. And since chiliasm is out of harmony with 
the Gospel principle, we are not surprised to find that chiliasts are 
able to pen statements like these: “Time, according to the Scripture, 
is divided into seven dispensations, a dispensation being a divinely 
chosen period of time wherein God deals judicially with men accord- 
ing to their obedience or disobedience.” (H. Frost, op. cit., p. 129.) 
Is God, then, dealing with us in the present, the sixth dispensation, 
according to our obedience or disobedience? Frost says so. And was 
salvation possible in the preceding dispensations through works? 
Yes. “Through the five dispensations of the past God made salvation 
possible by revealing Himself through dramatic miracles and specific 
laws and by requiring works” (p.131). It is true that this chiliast 
goes on to say: “and the offering of such sacrifices as would be the 
expression of dependent faith (Heb. 9, 16—24; Jas. 2,21—26).” But 
one who knows what faith is cannot harbor the thought that “God 
made salvation possible by requiring works.” (By the way, the Dis- 
pensationalists should guard more carefully against jumbling their 
dispensations. Salvation by faith is the characteristic of the sixth 
dispensation. This characteristic should not be introduced into the 
other dispensations.) The next sentence reads: “Through the present 
dispensation (grace) He is making salvation possible apart from 
works.” Then how could he make the general statement that in all 
dispensations God deals with men according to their obedience or 
disobedience? The next sentence reads: “In the coming dispensation 
(the Kingdom) He will make salvation possible by consummating all 
that the past promised and the present secures, enjoining faith with 
works.” In the present dispensation God makes salvation possible by 
faith apart from works, in the final dispensation by enjoining faith 
with works. The reader of this kind of literature is being trained 
to think along legalistic lines. Again, “the test of acceptance with 
Christ, the King, is not so much that of faith as works” —in the 
affair of the Judgment of Nations. Men are “spared from death,” 
gain entrance into the millennial kingdom for “what they have done 
to the King’s ‘brethren,’ namely, godly Jews” (p. 116).—One in whose 
heart the Gospel rules cannot make his mouth say and his pen write 
that any and all divine blessings are not always the gifts of pure 
grace. Bibliotheca Sacra can write down just that. There are three 
systems of divine government, the Mosaic Law, the grace rule of life, 
and the kingdom rule of conduct, “which embodies that precise re- 
sponsibility which will be required when Christ is reigning on the 
earth. ... As to the essential character of these three systems of 
human conduct it may be observed that two are legal and one is 
gracious. Two simple tests are available in determining those pre- 
cepts that are legal in distinction to those that are gracious: a) That 
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which is legal is demonstrated to be such because of accompanying 
i meritorious conditions which determine the divine blessings, while 
that which is gracious is an appeal based upon divine blessings already 
bestowed. ... b) Again, that which is legal is demonstrated to be 
such by the fact that only human ability is appealed to; while that 
which is gracious is evidenced by two facts: that divine enablement 
is provided and its exercise is anticipated.” (July, 1934, p.263f.) In 
the millennial kingdom, the final and most glorious dispensation, the 
legal system, the law of merit, rules! — Did Jesus Christ at one time, 
and will He again, preach the Law as the vehicle of God’s blessings ? 
The postponement-theory section of the dispensationalist group of 
the premillennialists affirms it. “The kingdom system is set forth in 
the Old Testament predictions concerning the Messianic period and in 
these portions of the synoptic gospels which record the Kingdom 
teachings of John the Baptist and of Christ.” (Bibliotheca Sacra, 1. e.) 
“The essence of Christ’s teaching in the first part of His ministry, 
that in which He was offering the Kingdom to the Jews, His own 
people, is to be found in the Sermon on the Mount.” John’s ministry 
“was not unlike the early ministry of the Lord Jesus. It was pri- 
marily an ethical message.” (D.Barnhouse, op. cit., p.22f.) “Under 
the law of the Kingdom no one may hope for forgiveness who has ; 
not first forgiven (Matt. 6,12.14.15). Under grace the Christian is j 
exhorted to forgive because he is already forgiven (Eph. 4, 30—32).” ; 
(Scofield Bible, note on Matt. 5,2.) The Gospel principle was tempo- 
rarily suppressed where such thoughts found utterance.‘) 

















The third count of the indictment against chiliasm may be thus 
summed up: “This theory disparages the Gospel. ‘The more common 
opinion,’ says Dr. MeNeile, ‘is that this is the final dispensation and 
: that by a more copious outpouring of the Holy Spirit it will magnify 
3 itself and swell into the universal blessedness predicted by the 
prophets, carrying with it Jews and Gentiles, even the whole world, 
in one glorious flock under one Shepherd, Jesus Christ, the Lord. 
This is reiterated from pulpit, press, and platform. It is the usual 





4) These men have not grasped the meaning of the Scripture term 
“gospel.” Scofield Bible: “Four forms of the Gospel are to be distin- 
guished: 1) The Gospel of the Kingdom. This is the good news that God 
purposes to set up on the earth a kingdom, political, spiritual, Israelitish, 
universal, over which God’s Son, David’s Heir, shall be King, and which ° 
shall be for one thousand years the manifestation of the righteousness of 
God in human affairs. 2) The Gospel of the grace of God.” (Definition 
substantially correct). “3) The ‘everlasting Gospel’ (Rev. 14,6).... It is 
neither the Gospel of the Kingdom nor of Grace. Though its burden is 
judgment, not salvation, it is good news to Israel, ete. 4) That which Paul 
calls ‘my Gospel’ (Rom. 2,16).” (Note on Rev. 14,6.) D. Barnhouse: 
“There is a great difference between the Gospel of the Kingdom and the 
Gospel of Grace. The Gospel of the Kingdom is a threat because of the 
approaching Judgment.” (Op. cit., p. 22.) 
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climax of missionary exhortation or rather ‘missionary prophecy.’ . . . 
In the work of Rev. David Brown on the Second Advent abundant 
evidence is advanced from the writings of Mr. Brooks, Dr. McNeile, 
and the Rev. Mr. Bickersteth to show that those gentlemen teach that 
the Scriptures ‘are to be superseded’ in the millennium. Other means, 
probably, as they say, other revelations, are to be made for the sal- 
vation of men. Any theory which thus disparages the Gospel of the 
grace of God must be false.... Wrath, judgments, displays of visible 
glory, and miracles are not designed for the conversion of souls, 
nor are they adapted to that end.” (C. Hodge, Syst. Theol., ITI, 
p. 864 f.) 

The whole indictment reads, in the words of Dr. G. Stoeckhardt: 
“Es liegt nun auch auf der Hand, wie verderblich der chiliastische 
Irrtum dem christlichen Glauben ist. Derselbe erweckt die abenteuer- 
lichsten Vorstellungen, zieht die Gedanken der Christen von dem Weg 
des Heils ab, den Gott den Menschen fuer diese Zeit bis zum. Ende 
der Welt hin verordnet hat, verduestert die wirkliche Christen- 
hoffnung, die Hoffnung auf die ewige Herrlichkeit, macht klare 
Schriftworte unklar und zweifelhaft, bringt die Christen um das ein- 
faeltige Verstaendnis der Schrift usw. Die chiliastische Richtung, 
die sich im vergangenen Jahrhundert gerade bei den Erweckten und 
Erweckungspredigern Bahn gebrochen hat, hat thre Genesis in dem 
Ungehorsam gegen Gottes Wort.... Und wie? Einer solchen durch 
und durch krankhaften Erscheinung und Richtung, die aus dem 
Fleisch geboren ist und das wahre geistliche Leben stoert und hindert, 
sollten wir in der lutherischen Kirche Hausrecht zuerkennen?”’ (Lehre 
u. Wehre, 50, p. 497).5) 


5) When the American Lutheran synods meet for the purpose of 
bringing about Lutheran unity, the discussion of chiliasm must have 
a place on the agenda. Some Lutherans are claiming and exercising the 
right to teach chiliasm in various forms. The others are denying them 
that right. The Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod declares: “With 
the Augsburg Confession (Art. XVII) we reject every type of millennialism, 
or chiliasm, the opinions that Christ will return visibly to this earth 
a thousand years before the end of the world and establish a dominion of 
the Church over the world,” ete. (See the entire section, Concordia Theo- 
logical Monthly, 1931, p.414f.) The whole Synodical Conference takes the 
same position. See Proceedings of its 34th convention, 1934, p. 9—64. 
Dr. R. H. C. Lenski, of the American Lutheran Church, rejects the doctrine 
of the millennium, as the readers of this paper have noticed. Dr. C. H. 
Little, of the United Lutheran Church, rejects the doctrine of the millen- 
nium. “This doctrine has been the rallying-point of heretics and fanatics 
from the earliest period of the Church down to the present day. It is 
a characteristic doctrine of the Ebionites and Montanists of the early 
Church; of the Mystics of the Middle Ages; of the Anabaptists of the 
Reformation era; and of such modern sects as the Adventists, the Rus- 
sellites, and others in our own day. It is a doctrine also on which Lu- 
therans are.not a unit. Some reject it altogether; others accept it in one 
or another of its various forms. ... We conclude that the doctrine of the 
millennium finds no support from Rev. 20 and is also without any Scrip- 






























RON ae a So ewe ee 


wane Faerie 



































LI ER ee. oe aR 


a 









Notes on Chiliasm. 495 


The Augsburg Confession Lutherans pronounce the ban on 
chiliasm for Scriptural reasons. And the confessional Reformed theo- 
logians do the same. One of them is Abraham Kuyper (+ 1920), whose 
treatise Chiliasm,.or the Doctrine of Premillennialism is herewith 
brought to the attention of the readers of this magazine.6) The small 
pamphlet brings convincing and abundant proof, from Scripture, for 
its thesis: “Every idea of a millennial dominion with its throne estab- 
lished in Jerusalem, in connection with previously resurrected Jews 
and Gentiles, converted unto Him, is contrary to the entire economy 
of the Sacred Scriptures and as such must be rejected. It must be 
destroyed root and branch in the heart of the brethren.” It also calls 
attention to the fact that, wherever the Reformed churches “expressed 
themselves, either in their standards of faith” (e. g., Heidelberg Cate- 
chism) “or at the general synods, they have never encouraged chiliasm. 
Quite the contrary, whatever these standards say by way of contrast 
between the ministry of shadows and the ministry of fulfilment, or 
when they speak of the spiritual character of Christ’s kingdom, or 
whatever is being said about the Last Things, excludes all chiliastic 
expectations. ... Neither Luther, Zwingli, nor Calvin have ever 
encouraged this theory with as much as a word, but rather with 
Augustine they opposed it as a Jewish-carnal product.” The trans- 
lator characterizes chiliasm as one of “the errors which have made 


tural support. In many respects it stands in actual contradiction to 
the clear statements of Scripture. It implies a third coming of Christ, 
of which the Scriptures know nothing. Nowhere in the Scriptures do 
we read of two future comings of our Lord, one for establishing a millen- 
nial reign and the other for Judgment. The doctrine of the millennium 
is a man-made doctrine and has no foundation in the Holy Scriptures.” 
(Disputed Doctrines, p.31—41.) Dr. Joseph Stump, of the U.L.C., takes 
the same position. “The Seriptures know nothing of a twofold coming of 
Christ and the establishment of a reign of Christ on earth for a thousand 
years before the end of the world. The Augsburg Confession rejects chiliasm 
or premillennialism as a Jewish opinion. The New Testament knows only 
the present age and the age to come — the temporal era of grace, in which 
the Church is commanded to evangelize the world through the means of 
grace committed to her, and the eternal era, inaugurated by the second 
coming of Christ,” ete. (The Christian Faith, p. 398f.) And Dr. H. E. 
Jacobs taught: “While it is true that this article [A. C., XVII] was 
directed against the gross chiliasm of the Anabaptists of the Reformation 
period, it clearly disclaims all responsibility for any teaching that sepa- 
rates between a resurrection for the godly and a resurrection for the 
ungodly by any long period of time and which affirms that there are two 
comings of Christ in the future.” (A Summary of the Christian Faith, 
p-515.) As long as other Lutherans teach millennialism, the Lutherans of 
America are not at one in doctrine. And a unity effected by agreeing to 
ignore the difference and tolerate the chiliastic teaching as a harmless 
thing would be a sham. 

6) Zondervan Publishing House. -_— page 161 of this magazine. — 
“Dr. A. Kuyper is one of the foremost exponents of Reformed teaching, who 
in his own country [Holland] is classed with Dr. Bavinck, while in this 
country he is readily and easily declared to be the equal of a Hodge and 
a Warfield.” (Foreword, by the translator.) He was a leader in de gere- 
formeerde Kerken in Nederland. 
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such deep inroads in the life our churches” and declares: “Despite 
our policy of tolerance, sooner or later we shall be obliged to admit 
that chiliasm has already proved itself to be another Trojan horse. 
From time to time this matter has come to the fore and caused the 
disrupture of some Reformed church or other. If the church was 
not disrupted, it was at least divided. In spite of these experiences 
we have continued our policy of tolerance.” (Foreword.) “Let us be 
true to the faith once delivered unto the saints. It may be well to 
be tolerant with respect to usages and customs, but when it comes 
to the interpretation of the Word of God, there cannot be any 
tolerance.” (Appendix.) TH. ENGELDER. 
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I. Der Boden, auf dem der PietiSmus gewadfen ijt. 

&3 gibt Crjdheinungen in der Gejchichte, die man, wie e3 fdeint, 
fGtwerlich rein objeftiv beurteilen fann; e3 ijt fchwieriger als fonft, fic 
fein unbefangene3 Urteil gu betwahren. Cine folche Erfdeinung ift der 
Pietismus. C3 ware leidt, ein Dugend und mehr verfdiedene Defini- 
tionen und Crflarungen fiir diefe VSetwequng in der Iutherijchen Kirde 
aus gang reputierlicken Gefchidtswerfen angufiihren. Der Grund daz 
fiir?) Tiegt nicht nur in dem verfchiedenartigen ,dogmatifden Standort” 
der Schreiber, jondern vor allem in der Art der Quellen, aus denen 
wir fchopfen miifjen. Der Pietismus hat feine offigiellen Befenntnis- 
fdhriften hinterlafjen, ja nicht einmal Grundfabe, die iiberall anerfannt 
wurden, fondern man muf fein Urteil nach privater pietiftijdher Literatur 
bilden, die ,um ihrer jubjeftivijtijchen, aftuellen, unrubigen Art willen 
mit groper Vorficdht benubt werden mug”. Budem war eS eine Beit, 
in Der die Gemiiter recht heftig aufeinanderplabten, und mancdes ijt in 
groker Erregung gefdrieben. Und tatjachlich war der Pictismus nicht 
immer und nicht iiberall derfelbe. Rein Wunder, dak die Meinungen 
auseinandergefen. 

Nicht jo weit gehen die Meinungen auseinander, wenn man nach 
den Wurzgeln de3 Pietismus fragt. Wodurch wurde diefe gewaltige 
Bewegung verurjacht? Die Antwort Tautet fajt allgemein, tie 
McGlothlin eS ausdriict: “Reaction against dead orthodoxy produced 
Pietism” (Guide to the Study of Church History, p. 267.) Go ein8 
wie das andere der gebrauchliden Lehrbiicher der Rirchengefdidte. 
Walker (History of the Christian Church): “The general tendency 


was external and dogmatic. It was the tendency often, though only 


1) Diefe Urtifel erfdheinen auf Unlak deS dreihundertften Gedadtnistages 
det Geburt Spener$ am 13. Januar. 

2) Mirbt, in Herzog-Hauds ,Realenzytlopadte fiir Prot. Theologie und 
Kirche’. 
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partially justly, called ‘dead orthodoxy.’ Pietism was a breach with 
these tendencies” (p. 496). Newman (Manual of Church History): 
“Syneretism had provoked orthodox Lutheranism to the expression 
of views so extreme and the display of a spirit so unamiable as to 
call forth Pietism as a protest and by way of a reaction” (II, p. 532). 
Riffer (History of the Church): “The religious life of Protestant 
Christendom must first be quickened; instead of a dead orthodoxy 
there must be a living Christianity. The work of Spener and Francke, 
the German Pietists, was influential in bringing about so needful 
a change” (p. 584). Gelbft Rurk (Lehrbuch der Kirchengefchidte): ,Der 
Gegenfak gegen die herrfdende Orthodorxie fiihrte zum Subjeftivismus, 
der fich in fehr berfdhiedenen Formen geltend machte” (§ 166), 3. B. im 
Rietismus. Auch Whlhorn (Gejchidte der deutfdh-lutherijchen Kirche) : 
Der Pietismus twollte ,an die Stelle der iiberfchabten Rechtglaubigfeit 
wahrhaft Grijtliches Leben feben” (I, S.238); und Frank (Gejchichte 
der proteftantifden Theologie): Der Pietismus twar ,,die Reaftion des 
frommen Hergens gegen eine Theologie de3 Verjtandes” (II, S. 130). 
Smmer twiederholt fic) die Vorausfebung: Die lutherifde Rirdhe war 
in tote Orthodoxie, oder doch in eine Orthodoxie, wie fie nicht fein 
follte, berjunfen; der Pietismus brachte die nodtige Eriwecung. 

Was verjteht man unter ,,toter Orthodorie”? Yn den Klajfen, die 
ish in die Geheimnifje der Kirchengefdichte einweihen darf, ijt immer 
einer, Der mir bedeutet, dak ,, tote Orthodoxie” eine contradictio in se ift. 
Das ift natiirlic) wahr; tote Orthodoxie ijt nicht orthodor; ijt fie 
orthodor, fo ijt fie nicht tot. Was man aber unter ,,toter Orthodorie” 
berfteht, gibt vielleicht Mirbt am beften wieder (RE, V, 15, 794): 
Die lutherifdhe Rirde hatte im Vefib der ,reinen Lehre’, der rechten 
Saframentsverwaltung und eines woblorganifierten Landesherrliden 
RKirhenregiments im Vaufe de3 17. ahrhunderts eine Entwicdlung ein-z 
gefdhlagen, die mit Dem romifdh-fatholifden RKirchentum mance shnlicd- 
feit aufivie3. Die Heilige Schrift wurde gwar als die erjte und hidhjte 
Quelle der Erfenntnis und deren eingige WAutoritat anerfannt; aber ifr 
twefentlider Ynhalt galt al3 ausgefdhopft und in dem fertig abge- 
fcjloffenen Dogma niedergelegt. Wo diefe Giiter und Cinrictungen der 
Kirche unverfiirgt vorhanden twaren, ftellte die Kirche nach ibrer Selbjt- 
einfdabung eine Stufe der Vollfommenkheit dar, auf der fie die Mot- 
twendigfeit einer inneren und augeren Weiterentiviclung nicht erfannte. 
Shre Anfpriihe an ihre Mitglieder fakten fic) Daher in der Forderung— 
gufammen, die firchliche Lehre al8 autoritative Darjtelling der gott- 
liden Offenbarung anguerfennen, die Darbietung bon Wort und Safra-z 
ment angunehmen und allen da8 firchlice Leben betreffenden Anord- 
mungen fic) 3u unteriverfen.“ 

Das ijt e8, twas man unter ,toter Orthodorie” verjteht, daB der 
Krediger bon der Rangel die reine Lehre vortragt und da feine Ge- 
meindeglieder Ddiefe reine Lehre unterfdreitben — und damit haben 

32 





498 Der Pietismus. 


beide ihre Schulbdigfeit getan. Und das, fagt man, tar Regel getworden 
in der Iutherifden Kirche; das war Urjadhe der fdhredliden Sittenlofig- 
feit in der Kirche, woriiber die Pietijten fagten und wogegen fie neue 
Hilfsmittel anwandten. 

Sit die Vehauptung wahr und die Anflage berechtigt? Teiltweife ja; 
BZujtande in den Gemeinden waren grofenteils beflagenSwert; e3 gab 
aud) ,tote Orthodorie”, und diefe war zum Teil verantivortlicd fiir 
Diefe Bujtande. Ym allgemeinen ijt Prof. Mohlers Befchreibung des 
Pietismus woh! richtig (Kirchengefdhidte, S.527): ,,Diefe Erfaeinung 
war eine Reaftion gegen den Orthodori3mus, der fiir die dogmatijce 
Verfnddherung, das auperlidhe Gewohnheitsdhriftentum und die Verz 
weltlichung der LandeSfirchen veranttwortlid) gemacht wurde.” Gs 
ijt nidt gang flar, was unter Orthodoxismus zu verjtehen ijt. Jah 
nehme an, Prof. KRoblers Meinung ijt dieje: Fiir die dDogmatifde 
Verfnddherung, fiir Gewohnheitsdhrijtentum und Veriveltlicung in der 
Kirche hielten die Pietijten die Orthodoxie, das ftrenge Fejthalten an 
der reinen Lehre, verantivortlich; darum fielen fie in Das andere 
Extrem: fie vernadlajfigten die Lehre mehr und mehr und verlegten 
fic) auf einfeitige Betonung der Pietat, der Heiliqung de3 Lebens. 
Aber die Pietijten urteilten Hier falfd; Tatfache ift, dak tweder 
Orihodorxie noch ,tote Orthodorie” (oder diefe doc nur in geringem 
Grade) lUrjacde der itbelftande in der Kirche war, fondern _,,tote 
Orthodoxie”, Gewohnheitschrijtentum und Veriweltlicdung ftehen neben- 
einander als Folgen anderer Bujtande in Welt und Kirde. Wollen 
wir Daher den Pietismus recht fernenz und beurteilen Lernen, fo 
miiffen wir diefe Buftande fennenlernen; wir miifjen dDen Boden fennen- 
fernen, auf Dem der Pietismus getvadfen ijt. 

Welches die itbeljtande in der Kirche waren, gegen die fich der 
Pietismus richtete, erfennen wir am bejten aus Speners Pia Desideria, 
einer Gchrift, die er bald nach Cinrichtung feiner collegia pietatis 
fdrieb und die gleichfam als cine Rechtfertiqung diejer Verfammiungen 
angujehen ijt. Sie erfchien guerft, 1675, al3 Vorrede gu ciner Ausgabe 
der Arndjden Pojtille, dann aber in demfelben Yahre als cigene Schrift, 
unter Dem Titel: “Pia desideria oder hergliches Verlangen nach gott- 
gefalliger Vejjerung der wahren evangelifden Kirche famt einigen dabin 
einfaltiq abgiwecenden chriftlicen BVorfdlagen.” Ym erften Teil be- 
fchreibt er das Elend der Kirche. Seine erjte Rlage richtet fic) gegen 
Diejenigen, die Pfleger und Saugammen der Kirche fein follten, die 
Obrigfeit; er findet unter ihnen twenige, ,,die fich erinnern, daB ihnen 
Gott ihre Bepter und Regimentsjtabe dazu gegeben hat, dak fie ihrer 
Getwalt gu feines Reiches Beforderung gebraucden”; ¢3 hat fich vielmehr 
eine gang unberantivortlide Cafareopapie ausgqebildet. 

Das ijt die erjte Klage, die man immer twieder hort: Das Kirdhenz 
regiment liegt ganglic) in den Handen der Fiirjten. Nicht das beflagt 
man, DafB die Gemeinde gar feine Redhte hat; das Hat man fceinbar 
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fcjon gang bergefjen. Die Kage lautet dahin, dag den Konfijtorien alle 
Rechte und alle Macht genommen war und die Fiirjten das Regiment in 
der RKirde allein fiihrten. ,Bald lajfen die Fiirjten firchlide WAnord- 
nungen ohne Zugiehung der Geiftliden ausgehen, bald jtellen fie Geift- 
liche gang nach eigenem Gutdiinfen an, bald berfiigen fie itber die 
Rirchengitter. Groke Reichsftadte, wie Niirnberg, Hamburg, Frankfurt, 
Danzig, fhafften jogar die Guperintendententwiirde ab, tmeil fie bon 
diefer Gintrag ihrer obrigfeitlidjen Getwalt fiirchteten, und lieBen dem 
Minijterium nur da Petitionsredt.“ 3) 

Daraus folgt nun das atweite tibel. Spener flagt, die Prediger 
bediirften der Reformation ebenfo fehr twie irgendein anderer Stand. 
Manche gaben oHffentliches tirgerni3; aber viel ernjter war died: ,,Die 
Lehre bon der ernftliden innerliden Gottfeligkeit ijt etlicen fo gar 
perborgen oder unbefannt, dak, wer diefelbe mit Cifer treibt, faum den 
Verdacht eines heimliden Papijten, Weigelianers oder Quakers ver= 
meiden fann. Die twenigften fennen die Wunden, an denen die RKirde 
franft, und meinen, die Kirche ftiinde in dem gliidfeligiten Stande, 
wenn nur duberlich Friede toare und tir feine Mot von den Wider- 
fachern falfcher Religion haben. Die theologifden Rontroverjen treiben 
freilich viele eifrig, aber die rechtfdaffene bung der wahren Gott- 
feligfeit feben fie hintan. Gie lernen wohl vieles, aber dad find Dinge, 
bon denen man Ofters wiinfdjen follte, Daf fie nicht gelernt wiirden, und 
fie berfaumen das, toran am meijten gelegen ijt. Wabhrend fie das, was 
por allem not tate, nicht fonnen, prunfen fie mit ihrem unfrudtbaren 
Wifjen und bilden fie fich und andern ein, mit Wufrechterhaltung der 
reinen Lehre fei alles fdon getan.” Die Prediger in den Gemeinden 
waren nicht, was fie fein follten. Woran lag das? 

Gin Pajtor in Niirnberg fehreibt (1621) an den Wittenberger 
Prof. Meisner: Die Niirnberger Regierung geht, ohne fic) im minz 
deften um die Bujtimmung de3 Minijteriums gu befiimmern, darauf aus, 
die Ernennungen gang und gar fiir fich gu behalten. Go fommt denn 
ein Gefchlecht an die Spike der Kirche, an denen man [obt, dak fie 
modesti spiritus homines und nicht unrubige Ropfe find, fondern fein 
befceiden und eS bei einem Gleichen verbleiben lafjen.“4) Die Fiir- 
ften — in den Reichsftadten der Rat — ernannten die Prediger. Das 
war gewifR das berhangnisvollite Refultat des beftehenden Rirchenregi-z 
ment3. Man denfe fich nur, unfere heutigen Politifer hatten Recht und 
Macht, uns unfere Paftoren gu ernennen! Und modhte der Fiirft nocd 
fo gut fein, e3 lagt fich faum denfen, dab er jich nicht durch ftaatliche - 
SXnterefjen bei feinen Ernennungen zum Paftorat leiten lieBe, wenn auch 


3) Nad Tholud, ,LebenSzeugen der Iutherifchen Kirche aus allen Standen 
pot und wahrend der Beit des Dreipigiihrigen Krieges”, in H. Schmids ,Gefdhidte 
de8 Pieti8mus”, Nirdlingen, 1863, S.24; heute noch, meineS Erachten8, die befte 
Ubhandlung itber den PietiSmus. 

4) Sdmibd, S. 25. 
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nur fo tveit, Dag er modesti spiritus homines 3u ajtoren twabltc, 
Leute, die feinen Trubel machten, die gingen, wohin man fie fandte, 
und taten, va8 man von ihnen ertvartete. Was die Folge war, be- 
fchreibt Theophilus Grokgebauer, Paftor in Rojtoc, in feiner ,,Wachter- 
ftimme aus dem beriviijteten Bion” (1661). WTS eine Urfache, ,twarum 
dDurd) die Predigt de3 Worts in den Gemeinden fo wenig ausgericdtet 
wird”, ertvahnt er, dak Der Gemeinde oft ungeijtlide und heuchlerijche 
Neute gu Hirten vorgefebt twerden”. Wie fonnte e3 anders fein? 
Wieviel Gelegenheit fiir Menjcheleien, wire-pulling! Wie grop die 
Verfucdung fiir den Landesherrn, ein fette$ Pajtorat alS Lohn fiir ihm 
ergeigte Dienjte gu verleihen! 

Spener beriihrt die andere Seite; er redet Den Predigern, die auf 
folde Art und Weife ins Amt gefommen find, ernjtlich ins Gervijjen. 
Sn ,Matur und Gnade” bietet er eine ,,Getwifjenspriifung fiir dic 
Nehrer im geijtliden Stande“: ,,Cin jeder Prediger ufiw. hat fein Ge- 
twifjen bor Gott gu unterfuchen, ob er in fein Amt rechtmapig einge- 
treten oder fich eingedDrungen, eingeheiratet, ecingebeten, eingefcmeidelt, 
eingefauft und alfo gelaufen, da er nicht gefandt worden.” Das ijt, 
allgemein geredet, die ,tote Orthodoxie”. Nicht alle, die fo auf unredht- 
mapige Weife ins Amt gefommen waren, twaren darum aud unfabig 
und untiichtig; auch nicht jeder, der rechimakig ins Wmt fommt, ijt 
Darum tiicdhtig. Wher im groken und gangen darf man annehmen, dak 
Manner, die fo in eine Gemeinde eingefehmuggelt werden oder fid 
felber cindrangen, nur den irdijcden Gewinn im Wuge haben; das 
Seelenheil der ifnen anvertrauten Gemeindeglieder liegt ihnen nicht am 
Herzen, und fie forgen fic) dDarum nicht, folange jie nur ihr Gebalt 
aiehen. Wie grok der Progentiab folcher Prediger getwefen ijt, lakt fid 
natiirlich nicht fejtitellen. Man mag auch eintwenden, dak Spener wohl 
gu fchtwarg gefehen hat; aber e3 [apt doch tief bliden, wenn er in 
feinen Bedenfen, Teil 4, Seite 148, fagt: ,Berner hat mid erfreut 
gu bernehmen, dak M.M. an der leider, wie er meldet, an mehr Orten 
eingerijjenen Unart, den Veruf gu erfaufen oder zu erheiraten, Mikfallen 
habe, daber auch fich folder Mittel nicht gebrauchen iwolle. C8 ift 
freilich derfelbe einer Der Schandfleden unjerer Kirche und wird forglid 
viel fchtveres Gericht iiber uns nod giehen, tut auch bereits fdon den 
Scaden, dap viel rechtichaffene Leute deSivegen von dem Amt aus- 
gefdlojien tworden, diefe3 aber mit manchen Untiichtigen befet und durd 
den Fehler de3 Cintritts viel Fluch auf das ganze Amt gegogen wird. 
Hingegen ijt wobhlgetan, da man einen Wbjdheu bor folchen Greueln hat 
und lieber Tanger auf einen rechtmagigen Beruf twarten, als fic einen 
unredhtmagigen erpraftizieren und damit fein Getwiffen befdweren twill.” 

Dak ec Leuten, die auf folche Wrt und in folder Wbficht ins Amt 
gefommen waren, getwdhnlich nur darum zu tun war, dem auferen 
Budjtaben nad ihre Pflicht gu tun, damit fie nicht wegqgejagt twiirden, ijt 
wohl natiirlid); und unter diefen BVerpflichtungen ftand nun obenan: 
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Reine Rekeret predigen! Aber nun, um auf unfern Punkt guritcdgu- 
fommen, Die Orthodoxie dafiir vberantiwortlid gu machen, dak e3 folde 
Leute im Predigtamt gab, ijt dod) ungereimt und unberjtandig; daran, 
dak fie ins Wmt famen und fich in Amt und Wiirden alten fonnten, 
war das Kixeenregiment fuld. Co waren fie ins Amt gefommen, 
Daf fie fich bet einem einflupreichen Beamten Lieb Kind gemacht Hatten, 
und fo waren fie auch nur dDarum beforgt, jich diefe Gunjft gu bewahren. 
Wie war e3 doch dahin gefommen, dak das Kirchenregiment fo gang 
und gar in Die Hande der Fiirjten gefallen war? Das foll in einem 
fpateren Wrtifel etwas beleuchtet werden. Theo. Hoyer. 





a 
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Drei Vortrige, gehalten vor der Cintagsfonferenz von St. Louis 
und Mimgegend. 
I. 

Auf Wunfd) de3 Komitees fiir Vortrage auf unferer Ronfereng 
foll in der erften Stunde in den Sibungen Ddiefe3 Jahres der Galater- 
brief behandelt werden, und giwar nicht fowobhl in fortlaufender Wus- 
legung al8 vielmehr mit befonderer Betonung de3 Lehrgehalts diefes 
Briefes. G8 follen nicht fowobhl exegetifde Vortrage fein als vielmehr 
biblijd-theologijde. C3 ware auch geradegu unmidglich, in drei Stun- 
den auch nur einigermafen diefem grogen Briefe Pauli geredht gu 
werden, toenn twir Schritt fiir Schritt, bon Vers gu Vers vorangehen 
wiirden. €8 fann ja auch bet den Gliedern der RKonferengz voraus- 
gefebt werden, dak der Ynbalt der eingelnen Rapitel fo befannt ijt, da 
man, ohne auf das eingelne cingugehen, gerade nur einige Hauptpuntte 
herausgreifen fann. Ob e3 mir gelingen wird, die3 in redhter Weije 
gu tun, ijt mir fehr fraglich; aber ic) will e3 wenigiten3 berfuden, und 
id) beginne damit, dak ic) ein Wort Luthers an die Spibe ftelle und 
einige Worte iiber den Galaterbrief iiberhaupt fage. Luther leitet feine 
groke Disputation iiber die Redhtfertiqung vom Yahre 1536 mit diefem 
Wort ein: Shr habt oft gehort, liebe Briider, dak jener cine Artikel 
bon der Rechtfertiqung als allercingiger twahrhafte Theologen mad. 
Darum ijt er in der Kirche notivendig und ebenfo oft herborzuholen 
wie Haufiq gu iiben.“1) Go fpricht Luther giwangig Sahre nach dem 
Veginn feiner reformatorifden Tatigfeit, und eS find gang geivif mahre- 
Worte. Wir wollen ja nicht meinen, dak e3 in der Kirche eine Beit gebe, 
wo man bon der theologifden BVetrachtung diefes Artifels aufhiren 


1) Sicut saepe audivistis, optimi fratres, quod ille unus articulus 
de iustificatione vel solus constituit veros theologos, ideo necessarius est 
in ecclesia et, ut saepe repetendus, ita frequenter exercendus. (Weimarer 
Uusg. 39, 1, 87.) 
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fonnte; und wenn man gejagt hat, wir batten nun fajt hundert Jahre 
die Lehre getrieben und eS fet an der Beit, dak man fich auch andern 
Sachen intenfib zuwende, wenn mir firglich ein Laie augerhalb unjerer 
Synode, der viel in unjerm Lande herumfommt, fchrieb: “If we will 
maintain a high standard of esthetics in our worship and develop 
a thoroughly Lutheran liturgical life, we will be able to move moun- 
tains,” fo zeigt dad fchon eine bedenflicde Ricdtung. 

Und der AWusgangspunftt mu da neben dem Roimerbrief immer 
wieder der Galaterbrief fein. Mit dem Galaterbrief felbjt ift aber 
Luthers fleine und namentlich die gropfe Wuslequng diefeS Briefes fait 
ungertrennlich verbunden, und jeder Lutherijche Theolog wird darum 
aud) diefe einzigartigen WUrbeiten, die jebt Deutfdh und englifd fiir ein 
Spottgeld zu haben find, anerfennen und benugen miifjen. Gagt dod 
felbjt Der Englander Coleridge: “The only fit commentator for Paul 
was Luther”’;2) und man fann woh! fagen, dap Luthers getwaltigfte 
Reformations{dhrift, die Magna Charta der Reformation, gleichfam der 
Galaterbrief de3 16. Sahrhunderts, , Von der Freiheit eines Chriften- 
menjden”, aus dem Galaterbrief gefchipft ijt. Wenn Luther darum 
einmal fagt: ,,Est mea epistola, cui me despondi, est mea Katharina 
de Bora“ und alfo den Galaterbrief fiir feinen Lieblingsbrief, fiir feine 
/»Rathe”, erflart, fo ditrfte er auch in diefer Hinficht fiir uns ein BVor- 
bild fein.3) 

Und twwarum ijt denn der Galaterbrief fo hervorragend, fo eingig- 
artig? Gang richtig nennt ifn der presbyterianifdhe Profefjor George 
2. Robinjon bom McCormick Seminary in Chicago “the epistle of 
Protestantism” und bemerft: “Through it Luther rediscovered the 
Gospel and gave it back to Christianity.” “The epistle (as Gloel 
ealls it) is a sword-cut delivered in the hour of greatest danger by 
a combatant who is assaulted by determined foes.” “This epistle (as 
Godet long ago fittingly observed) marks an epoch in the history of 
man and is the ever precious document of his spiritual emancipa- 
tion.”4) Darum erfennen auch neuere Wusleger, die fonft gern Calvin 
al Eregeten iiber Luther jtellen, an, dak Luthers groper Kommentar 
bom Sabre 1535 ein wahres Meijterftiicé fei, das ftets uniibertroffen 
Daftehen twerde. Cin reformierter Theolog jagt: “No commentator 
ever got closer to the heart of the great apostle, and Luther, by 
rediscovering and expounding this letter, gave back to the Church its 
lost Palladium of spiritual freedom and independence.” 3u der eng- 
lijehen ttberfebung de Lutherfchen Kommentars fchrieh Cdwinus, der 
anglifanifde Ergbifchof von London, am 28. April 1575, viergzig Jahre 
nach dem erften Erjcheinen des Werfes, eine fchine, befondere Vorrede, 


2) Bitiert in The Princeton Theological Review, 15 (1917), 620. 

3) Mitgeteilt in Sedendorfs Commentarius de Lutheranismo, I, § 85, 
S. 139. 

4) Princeton Review, l.c., 620. 622. 
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“to commend this Booke to the Reader as a Treatise most comfortable 
to all afflicted consciences”.5) Yohn Sunyan ergzahlt in feiner Wuto- 
biographie: “The God in whose hands we are all our days and ways 
did cast into my hands one day a book of Martin Luther; it was his 
Commentary on the Galatians; it was so old that it was ready to 
fall piece from piece if I did but turn it over. Now, I was pleased 
much that such an old book had fallen into my hands, the which, 
when I had it but a little way perused, I found my condition in his 
experience so singularly and profoundly handled as if the book had 
been written out of my own heart. This made me marvel; for thus 
thought I: This man could not know anything of the state of Chris- 
tians now, but must needs write and speak this experience of former 
days.... But of particulars I intend to say nothing now, only this: 
Methinks I do prefer this book of Martin Luther upon the Galatians, 
excepting the Holy Bible, before all the books that ever I have seen, 
as most fit for a wounded conscience.”®) Und die reformierte Sunday- 
school Times {lok vor einiger Beit eine Mitteilung mit den Worten 
de8 Galaterbriefs, Rap.5,1: “Stand fast therefore in the liberty 
wherewith Christ hath made us free and be not entangled again with 
the yoke of bondage” und fiigt hingu: “The followers of Luther 
should reread his Commentary on Galatians.” 


Wenn wir nun den Brief auch nur iiberfliegen, fo erfennen tir 
fofort, dag er neben den legten vier Kapiteln deS giweiten RKorinther- 
brief3 der fcharffte polemifde Brief St. Pauli ift. ES handelt fich eben 
hier um Gein und Nicdtfein des Coangeliums, und Paulus fiirdhtet, 
feinen gangen Erfolg eingubitgen, firrdtet, dak die fiir Chrijtum ge- 
tvonnenen Galater Chrijtum twieder verlieren und de3 Heil3 verluftiqg 
gehen. Darum lefen twir gleich am Anfang, Kap. 1, 8. 9, aiveimal diefen 
entfeblidjen Fluch itber die Srrlehrer: ,So jemand euch Coangelium 
prediget ander, denn da8 iwir euch gepredigt haben, der fet verflucht” ; 
und gwar jteht im Griechifden nicht der Optativ, fondern der viel 
jtarfere Smperatip dvddeua Zorw, der ,foll verflucht fein”. Darum 
Hiren tir den gornigen Wusruf, Rap.5,12: ,,.Wollte Gott, dak fie aud 
ausgerottet tviirdDen, die euch berjtiren!“ Wir bvbernehmen bon dem 
Apoftel die cidlide Veteurung, den Schivur, Rap. 1,20: ,.Was ids euch 
aber fcjreibe, fiehe, Gott weik, dak ich nicht liige.” Darum geht 
St. Paulus auch twiederholt in die perfinlice WAnrede iiber und ruft 
feinen Lefern gu, Rap.3,1—5: , ihr unberjtandigen Galater, ter. 
hat euch begaubert, dak ihr der Wahrheit nicht gehorcdhet?” und zugleidh 
loct ex fie fo betweglich, Rap. 4,19: ,Meine lieben Kinder, welche ich 
abermal mit Yingften gebare, bis dak Chrijtus in euch eine Geftalt 
getwinne.” Wher er fchlieBt auch mit dem ernjten, drohenden Makhn- 


5) London, 1635, S. 2. 
6) Bitiert in AUnftadt, Luther, Zinzendorf, Wesley, p. 41. 
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wort, Rap.6,17: ,Hinfort made mir niemand tweiter Miihe, denn ih 
trage die Malgzeicen de3 HErrn YEfu an meinem Leibe.” Der Apojtel 
tut bier ettvas, was er fonjt in feinen Sriefen nicht gu tun pflegte: er 
fehreibt den Brief eigenhandig, KRap.6,11: ,Gehet, mit wie vielen 
Worten habe ich euch gefdhrieben mit cigener Hand!“ GSchon dies alles 
gzeigt die hohe Erregung, den heiligen Zorn und Cifer des WApojtels in 
Diefem Briefe an. Und das tritt noch flarer herbor, wenn man den 
Brief im griechifchen Original Viejt. Wiederholt finden fich da unregel- 
maige Gabbildungen, fogenannte Wnafoluthe; in der heiligen Crre- 
gung vergigt Paulus den Gabanjang; der Anfang des Sabes und das 
Ende pajjen nicht gzufammen. Wber um fo betwunderungswiirdiger ijt die 
flare Gedanfenfiihrung und Gedanfenordnung. Rein Menfch hat bis 
jebt gu jagen geivagt, Dak man den Apojtel nicht verjtehen fonne, dak 
feine Rede gu aufgeregt und deShalb unflar, verjchwommen fei. Auch 
bon Der tiefjten Leidenfdaft lagt Paulus jich nicht willenlos fortreigen; 
ex bedenft jtet3, twer er ijt und Daf er den Lefern die Wahrheit fduldet. 
Bei aller Erregung und Scharfe ijt der Brief doch in der Anlage und 
Dispofition, in der Darlegung und Ausfiihrung hell und Har und durdh- 
fichtig tie ein Rrijtall. E83 ijt ein eingigartiges, munderbares Dofu- 
ment des Neuen Teftaments, cine befondere Gabe de3 Heiligen Geijtes. 
Der Brief hat, wie jedermann fofort erfennt, guerjt eine Cinleitung mit 
aivet Gedanfen, Rap. 1,1—4 und 5—10. Gr befteht fodann aus dret 
Teilen. CErftens: Paulus ijt ein redchter, twahrer, voller Apojtel — 
gegeniiber den Verdachtigungen feiner Gegner, die fein Apojtolat unter- 
minieren twollten, Rap.1 und 2. Biweiten3: Geine Lehre von der 
Rehtfertigung nicht aus den Werfen, fondern durch den Glauben an 
Chriftum, das gefebesfreie Changelium, ijt das eingiq twwahre Coan- 
gelium. Dies wird dogmatifd und polemifch, thetifd und antithetifd 
eriviefen, Rap.3 und 4. Aber gum dritten: Wus diefer Lehre bon der 
Freiheit bom Gefeb, von der Geredhtigfeit des Glaubens ohne Ver-= 
Dienft Der Werke, folgt nicht Fleif ches freiheit — “Liberty is not 
license” —, fondern rechter Chriftentandel in den Geboten Gottes, 
Kap. 5 und 6. — 

Rreten wir nun nabher an den Brief eran. Da follte eigentlich 
die Cinleitung und der erjte Teil enttweder griechifd oder deutfch oder 
englifd verlefen twerden, damit wir uns alle, wenn mir den Brief 
auch noch fo gut fennen, die eingelnen Gabe und WAusdriicle wieder ver- 
gegentvartigen. Wher e3 laRt fich auch einmal ein anderer Weg ein- 
fdjlagen, namlich dak wir uns gang an die Stelle der Galater verfeben 


und den Brief anhiren, al ware er an un3 geridjtet. Wir wollen ein- 


mal vberfudjen, die Gedanfen und den Gedanfengang de3 Apoftels in der 
Sprache deS gwangigften Jahrhunderts wiedergugeben, nicht wortlid, 
aber fonft genau, mit beftimmter Serbvorhebung de3 Gedanfenfort- 
fohritts. 
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Dann lautet der Brief (mit freier Senugung eines biblifden Vor- 
trag3 bon Pfarrer Walter Benfer7)) etiwwa fo: 

Kap.1. ,Un alle Gemeinden in Galatien fdreibe ih, Paulus, 
diefen Brief. Boh Paulus, fchreibe, den die Gegner verleumbdet haben, 
alg fet er fein Wpojtel; ich darf dennod als Apoftel fchreiben, denn 
Chrijtus jelbft hat mir mein Amt gegeben; id darf begeugen, was id 
pon ifm felbjt als hichjte Gewipheit empfangen habe, dak Chrijtus 
un3 herausgerijjen hat aus diefer gegenivartigen argen Welt, BV. 1—4. 

»meine Lieben, ich twundere mid, da ihr euch fo fdnell habt ab- 
wwendig madjen laffen bon dem, der eud) die Gnade Chrifti brachte, gu 
einem andern Cbangelium! Ya, e3 find Leute zu euch gefommen und 
haben behauptet, ich hatte euch nicht dad ridtige Evangelium gegeben. 
Wher e3 gibt fein andere, alZ das ich euch gepredigt habe. Und wenn 
ein Engel bom Himmel das Gegenteil fagte, — e3 gibt doch fein 
andere3! Sch brachte e3 euch in Chrifti Dienjt und ohne alle Menfdenz 
gefalligfeit, wie follte e3 denn falfc&h fein finnen? B.5—10. 

/ rein, glaubt e3 ficdher: Die frohe Botfdaft, die ich euch brachte, 
ijt nicht bon Menfden. Bch habe fie nicht bon Menjchen empfangen, 
habe fie nicht mithfam erlernt, ich bin ihrer durch SEfu Chrifti unmittel- 
bare Offenbarung gewif geworden. B. 11. 12. 

» sor fennt doch meine Vergangenheit. Yh war ein eingefleifdter 
Subde; in itbertriebenem Cifer verfolgte ich die Chrijten, vor vielen 
Witers- und Stammesgenojfen tat ich mich herbor in der Verfedhtung 
unferer itberlieferten Religion, bi Gott, der bon Mutterleibe an feinen 
grogen Plan mit mir gehabt, mir aus Gnaden feinen Sohn offenbart 
hat, damit ich jein Verfiindiger bet dDen Heiden wiirde! Wabhrlich, dieje 
pillige Umfehr Zeigt doch, dak ich bon Gott und nicht bon Menfchen gum 
Chriften und gum Wpoftel gemacht worden bin. VB. 13—16. 

»AUber auch mein fpateres Verhalten zeigt e3. Wenn ich noch von 
Menfchen mich hatte iibergeugen und belehren lafjen mitijen, wenn ich 
der gdttlicjen Offenbarung und meines Beruf3 nicht ganz geiwifs getwefen 
tware, dann hatte ich bet meiner Befehrung doch fider erfahrene Chrijten 
aufgefucht. Sch bin aber nicht nad Yerujalem gu den alteren Apojteln 
gegangen, fondern nach Wrabien, dann wieder nach Damasfus, und erjt 
nach Dret Jahren bin ich auf fiinfzehn Tage in Serufalem getwefen, um 
Den Petrus fennenzulernen. Sch habe aber damals tweiter feinen Apoftel 
gefehen, nur noch Safobus, den Bruder de3 HErrn. Was ich da fcreibe 
— und wabrlich, e3 ijt jo getwefen —, da zeigt doch, dah ich getwif, tvar, 
mein Cbangelium bon Gott zu haben. Dann bin ich nach Syrien und 
Bilizien gereijt. Die Chriften in Sudda haben mich perfinlich gar nicht 
fennengelernt, haben nur iiber die Nachricht bon meiner Vefehrung Gott 
Gepriejen. Gebht, das beiweift doch wieder, dak ich nicht meine Chre 


7) Paftoralblitter fiir Homiletif, RKatedetit und Seelforge, 48 (1906), 
611—618. 
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fuchte, fondern mein Cbangelium gang als Gottes Sache betrachtet 
habe, B. 17—24. 

»Kap.2. Nach fiebzehn Jahren endlich bin ich — auf eine Offen- 
barung bin — mit Barnabas und Titus nach Serufalem hinaufgegogen, 
um den angefehenen Fiihrern der Gemeinde meine Verfiindigung und 
Predigt unter den Heiden dargulegen. Aber fiehe da, fie haben in dem 
HauptunterjchiedD meiner und ihrer Cvangelifation dDurdhaus nichts ge- 
funden, was bet mir twidergittlich tare. Sie haben nicht einmal die 
Vefdhneidung de3 Griechen Titus verlangt und damit ausdriiclid anz 
erfannt, twas meine ttberzeugung ijt, dak die VBefdneidung und die Bez 
obacdhtung der mofaifdhen Ginridtungen bon den Heidenchrijten nach 
Gottes Willen nicht gu verlangen fet. Freilich, einige falfche Briider 
haben dDagegen Cintwendungen gemacht; ifnen Tag geradezgu daran, 
unfere in Chrijto qetvonnene Freiheit wieder in Gefebesfnecht{haft um- 
zutvandeln; wir haben ifnen aber um der evangelifden Wahrheit willen 
auch feinen WWugenblic nachgegeben. Und, dak ich fo fage, die ange- 
fehenen Manner in der Gemeinde — eigentlich freilich gibt e3 vor Gott 
fein befonderes WAnfehen, und Petrus fehabte mich als GHeidenapojtcl 
geradefo hoc) tie ich ihn alS Xudenapoftel —, ja, die angefehenen 
Manner, die ,Saulen” der Gemeinde, die haben mir und Barnabas 
gum Seichen der Gemeinfdaft ausdriiclic) die Hand gegeben und damit 
den gottlicden Wuftrag gu unferer freien CbangeliumSverfiindigung 
bedingungslo3 anerfannt. Nur das GSelbjtverftandlide forderten fie, 
DaB twir hinjichtlich der chrijtlichen Bruderliebe feine nationalen Unter- 
fchiede machten und ihrer Armen gedachten, BV. 1—10. 

» Run Habe ich freilich Dann dem Petrus, als er nach Antiodia 
fam, hart entgegentreten miijjen. Sort verfehrte er namlich gundadift, 
wie eS recht war, ganz ungefdeut mit den Heidendriften. ALS aber 
einige Leute von dem ftrengen Yafobus herfamen, da fonderte er fid 
auf einmal von ihnen ab und trug die grépte Gefebesitrenge zur Schau. 

wber gerade diefe Heuchelet de3 Petrus, in die auch andere mit 
hineingeriffen wurden, tourde mir zur um fo flareren Erfenntni3 und 
fefteren Getwifheit itber die gittliche Wahrheit meines Cvangeliums, das 
id dDarum dem Petrus noch einmal deutlic) vorgehalten habe und 
jebt auch euch nod) einmal darlegen will.” @.11—14. 

Dies find die Gedanfen deS Briefe3 in Rap. 1 und in Rap. 2, bis 
mit der giweiten Halfte de3 14. Berfes der Apoftel feine ausfiihrlice 
Lehrdarlegung beginnt, auf die wir {pater genauer eingehen wollen. 
Uber fafjen wir jet gunadft einige Cingelheiten ins Auge. 

Gleich die Cinleitung ijt in mehr als einer Hinficht eingigartig. 
Gie lat fofort die Grundgedanfen deS Briefes erfennen. Wenn Paulus 
fagt, Rap. 1,1: Paulus, ein Apoftel, nicht von Menfden, auch nicht 
durch Menfden, fondern durch YEfum Chriftum und Gott den Vater, 
Der ihn aufertwecet hat bon den Toten”, fo liegt darin der gange erjte 
Teil deS Briefes. Paulus ift ein redhter, wahrer, voller Apoftel. Und 
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wenn er dann weiter in der Cinleitung fagt, V.4, dak BEfus Chriftus 
» ic) felbft fiir unjere Giinden gegeben hat, daB er unS errettete bon 
diefer gegentwartigen argen Welt nach dem Willen Gottes und unfers 
Baters”, fo liegt Darin Der giveite Hauptteil jeines Vricfes, die Lehre 
pon der Verfohnung und Rechtfertigung, ohne Verdienjt der Werke, durdh 
den Glauben an Chrijtum. Sede3 Wort diefer Cinleitung ijt widhtig. 
Raulus ijt ein Wpojftel, ein ganger, den andern ebenbiirtiger, voller 
Upojtel; er ijt e3 nicht bon Menfden, fein Apojftelamt ift nicht von 
Menfcjen her, ijt nicht menfehliden Urfprungs, odx an’ advOodawy; er ijt 
aud) nicht ein Apoftel Durch Menfden, fo dak Gott ifn durd die 
Vermittlung bon Menjfchen berufen hatten, ovdé 4.’ dvOodawyv. Nein, 
er ift Direft bon Gott dem Vater durch YEfum Chriftum ein Apoftel 
getworden, bon Gott dem Vater, der diefen Sohn ,,aufertvedet hat von 
den Toten”. Das ijt fein itberfliiffiger, fondern ein widhtiger Zufab. 
Gerade durd) die Wuferivedung hat der Vater FJEjum gu einem HErrn 
und Chrift gemacht, hat ifn als Sohn Gotte3 erflart und gum HErrn 
der Kirche eingefebt. Wenn Paulus durch diefen auferivecten und 
erhobten Chrijtus berufen ijt, wie da3 nach Apojt.9 und dem dort er- 
zablten Vorgang auf der Reife nad Damasfus twirflid) gejchehen ijt, 
dann ift er ein reshter Apoftel. Und ebenfo ijt fein Evangelium ein 
remtes Changelium, das redhte Evangelium; denn die Summa 
feine3 Changeliums ift nad B. 4, daB Chrijtus ,,fich felbjt gegeben hat 
fiir unfere Gimnden”. Wer die Gerechtigfeit aus den Werken de Ge- 
febeS fucht, der handelt dem Biwed de3 Todes Chrijti entgeqen; denn 
der Binec diefes Tode3 ijt Verfohnung, Herftellung de3 Kindfchafisver- 
haltnijjes, Seligfeitt. Chrijtus hat fich felbjt gegeben, hat feine cigene 
Perjon gum Opfer dahingegeben, preisgegeben, in den Tod gegeben, 
und gwar fiir unfere Giinden, namlich um fie gu fiihnen. Ym Grie-z 
hifden fteht: zeoi tHv duaouady judy, in betreff, wegen unferer 
Simden, nach anderer LeSart: ixio rdév duaguay judy, das heigt, fiir 
unfere Giinden. Der fiirglich verjtorbene befannte amerifanijde Theolog 
Y.F. Roberton hat einmal ausgefiihrt that there are “sermons in 
Greek tenses.’8) Wir finnen bet diefen Worten jagen that there are 
“sermons in Greek prepositions”. Chrijtu3 ijt an unfere Statt ge- 
treten, hat den Tod auf fic) genommen, der der Sold unferer SGitnde twar, 
und hat fo die Strafe unferer Giinde getragen, um uns dabon 3u bez 
freien, um un 3u retten, wortlich herausgzureigen, eédnrac, wie aus einer 
feindliden Getwalt, aus der gegentwartigen bofen Beit. 


Und nadhdem Paulus fo im Cingang die Grundgedanfen bes 
Briefes angegeben hat, geht er gleich) in medias res. Wir lefen fein 
Lob der Gemeinden wie im Romerbrief, in den Thefjalonicherbriefen 
und fonjt, fondern ein Wort des Tadels, dag die Galater fich fo bald 





8) Bn feinem fehr lefen8werten Bude The Minister and His Greek New 
Testament, S. 88—102. 
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haben abtwenden lafjen bon dem, der fie Durch Pauli Dienjt berufen hat 
in Die Gnade Chrijti, da fie fich haben abtvenden lajjen auf ein ander 
Evangelium. Und dann ertint der vborhin ertwahnte fchreclice Flud. 
Das ijt der giweite Gedanfe der Cinleitung. Mit dem 11. Verfe beginnt 
fodann Der erjte perfinlice oder hijtorifde Teil des Briefes. Der 
Grundgedanfe ijt: Pauli apoftolijches Wmt ijt von Gott. Paulus ijt 
ein rechter, voller Apojtel. Daz Paulus diefen Punkt fo ausfiihrlid bez 
handelt, hat feinen guten Grund in der Situation. Die judaijtifden 
Srrlehrer, die Die Galater verivirrten, die ihnen das twahre Evangelium 
nehmen und fie gum Gefeb guriicfiihren, namentlic) ihnen die Bez 
fchneidung auflegen twollten, verdachtigten eben die Perfon und den 
Beruf des Apojtels. Be und je hat die Gefchichte der Kirche gezeigt, 
Dak man, um die Leute gum Wbjall von der Lehre zu bringen, die Perjon 
deS Lehrers angreift. Darum beiweijt nun Paulus in dret laren 
Unterabteilungen fein wabhres apoftolifdhes Amt. Bum erften, er hat 
fein Wpojtelamt und damit feine Lehre nicht bon den alteren Apofteln; 
mit Diejen ijt er erjt Tangere Zeit nach feiner Befehrung befannt ge- 
worden. Gr hat fein Wmt und damit feine Lehre von Gott, 
B.11—24. Bmweiten3, gerade die alteften und angefehenften Apojtel, 
die Saulenapojtel gu Serujalem, haben feierlich feinen twahren apojto- 
lijhen Beruf anerfannt, Rap.2,1—10. Dritten3, vor allem hat fid 
der angejehenfte Urapojtel Petrus einmal offentlid) bon Paulus guredht- 
toeijen und ftrafen lafjen miijjen, Rap. 2,11—21. Gang furz, aber 
treffend ausgedriidt: Paulus ijt ein Wpojtel ohne Petrus, er ift ein 
Upojtel mit oder neben Petrus, und er ijt ein Apoftel gegen 
Petrus. Bn diefem offenbar flimaftifcdh durchgefiihrten Wbfdhnitt, der 
fich biS gum Ende des giweiten Kapitels erjtrecft, aber in den lebten 
Verjen fdon in die Darlequng und Verteidiqung der paulinifden Lehre 
iibergebt, Hiren wir nun die befannten Ereignijfe aus der apoftolifden 
Beit. Paulus hat von feinem Menjfchen Unterricht empfangen, fondern 
feine Lehre hat er direft bon Gott durch die Offenbarung YEju Chrifti. 
Vor feiner Vefehrung war er ja ein bitterer Feind und Verfolger des 


Cpangeliums, und auch nach feiner Befehrung ging er nicht gleich nad — 


Serujalem, fondern war in Arabien und Syrien, und erft nad drei 
Sabren fam er zur Muttergemeinde in Yerufalem, um Petrus gu be z 
fuden, ioroojoa (A. V., “to see”; R.V., “to visit”), alfo nicht, um 
bon ihm belehrt gu twerden; er blieb auch nur furze Beit dort und fab 
feinen andern Wpojtel auger NYafobus, den Bruder de3 HErrn. Und 
Dann reifte er wieder in die Lander Syrien und Bilizien, bis er von 
der Gemeinde in Antiodien ausgefandt wurde, in der Heidentwelt gu 
predigen. Gr fam agtwar biergehn Sabre fpater, aljo fiebzehn Yabre 
nad feiner Befehrung, twieder einmal nad Yerujalem, aber nicht etiwa, 
um Selehrung gu empfangen oder um feinen Beruf von den alteren 
Apojteln bejtatigen gu laffen, fondern um feine felbftandige Heiden- 
apoftolifdhe Wirkfamfecit dargulegen und-gu verteidigen. Das gefdah in 
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einer Rribatfonfereng mit Petrus und Yohannes, in einer Pa ftoral- 
fonferen3g, fonnte man fagen; und e3 gefdah auch auf einer grogen 
bffentliden BVerfammlung, dem Apojtelfongil, einer Ghnode, wie 
man fagen finnte, WApoft.15. Und dabei haben ihm gerade Yafobus, 
Ketrus und Johannes» die Spiben und Saulen der Muttergemeinde, die 
rechte Gand der Gemeinfdaft gegeben, und gujammen haben fie die 
Vereinbarung getroffen, dak er, Paulus, unter den Heiden predigen 
jolle, mwahrend fie fortfahren twollten, unter den Yuden gu predigen. 
Und endlich hat er fogar den Petrus, den angefehenjten unter den 
Urapojteln, einmal odffentlich geftraft, als diejer die Wahrheit verleugnete 
und heuchelte, Dadurch daw ex Zuerjt ganz richtig mit den Heidenchrijten 
Tifehgemeinfdhaft gepflegt, Dann aber, alS jtrenge Qudenchrijten bon 
Sernjalem nach Untiochien famen, fich abgejondert hatte. Petrus gab 
eben Damit den Schein, als ob dad Beremonialgefe’ im Neuen Teftament 
noch beobachtet tverden mitpte. 

Wus diefer furgen Sfigze der erjten gwei Rapitel ergibt fich nun 
eine Reihe iwichtiger biblijch-theologifder Crfenntnijje. Wir fonnen 
heute nur ein paar herausgreifen. Wir Hiren hier gunachjt einmal, 
wer eigentlich ein Wpojtel ijt im Ginne der neutejtamentlicen Briefe. 
Gin Upojtel ijt ein Gefandter Gottes, dxdorolos von dazooréddecy, einen 
mit einem Wuftrag fenden. Cin Apoftel ijt ein Gefandter, direft von 
Gott berufen und gefandt, und gwar cin Bote Gottes an die Welt. 
Apostolos ift nach den beftimmten Wusfiihrungen St. Pauli, Kap. 1, 
1.17.19; 2,9, in diefem befonderen engeren Ginn gu fafjen. Th. Zahn 
und andere Wusleger wollen e3 freilich im 19. Verfe im meiteren Sinne 
fajien, mit im Sntereffe dex Meinung, dak SEjus leibliche Briider gehabt 
habe und dak e3 in der apojtolijden Beit drei Yafobujjfe gegeben habe: 
Safobus den Ulteren, Bebedai Gohn, Yafobus den Siingeren, Wlphai 
Sohn, und Yafobus, den Bruder de HErrn, mit dem fpateren Beinamen 
»dexr Geredhte”, eine Saule der Gemeinde in Yerufalem und deren 
fpaterer Hauptleiter. Wber ich fann mich nicht von der Richtigkeit diefer 
Auffajjung iiberzeugen, fondern alte aus exregetijchen und hijtorifden 
Griinden dafiir, dak Bafobus, AWlphat Sohn, und Yafobus, der Bruder 
oder vielmehr Vetter des HErrn, gu identifigieren find. ,Der andern 
Upojtel aber jah ic) feinen ohne Yafobum, de3 HErrn Bruder.“ Die 
ganze Argumentation Pauli wiirde ihre Spike verlieren, wenn Yafobus 
feiner der giwolf WApoftel gewejen ware. Paulus ift aud von Gott 
gefandt, direft bon Gott durch SEfum Chrijtum gefandt, hat feine Be- 
lehrung bon den andern Apofteln erhalten. Gott hat ihm feine Botfdhaft © 
durch unmittelbare Offenbarung gegeben, hat ihm feinen Sohn FEjum 
Chrijtum direft offenbart, hat ihm fein Cvangelium direft mitgeteilt, 
gerade tie der Geiland die andern Apoftel felbjt unterrictet hat und twie 
fie Dann der Heilige Geijt alles deffen erinnert hat, was YCfus ihnen 
gefagt hat. 

Wir haben hier auch die Lehre vom Beruf, vom direften, unmittel- 
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baren gottlicjen Beruf und vom indireften, mittelbaren gittliden Beruf 
dDurd Menjdjen, durch die Gemeinde. Paulus tourde nicht von Menz- 
fen, auch nicht durch Menjchen berufen, fondern von Gott durch FCjum 
Chrijtum. Wlle rechten Prediger de3 Changeliums find auch nicht bon 
Menfchen berufen, fondern von Gott, von Chrijto, aber durch Menfden, 
dDurd) die Vermitilung der Chrijten, der Gemeinde. 

Wir Ternen hier ferner, twas eigentlich) das Evangelium ijt, das, 
twas Paulus fo oft und auch hier bezeichnet als , mein Cvangelium”, 
,das Evangelium, das von mir gepredigt ijt”, B.11. Urfpriimaglicd, 
etymologifcd, beigt eS ,gute Botichaft”, ed und ayyedia, Heigt Dann im 
Neuen Tejtament ,dDie gute Botfdaft”, die Heilsbotichaft von Chrifto. 
Wher Hier wird uns mun recht far genannt der eigentliche Rern des 
Cvangeliums, das ijt die Lehre, da man bor Gott gqerecht und felig 
wird nicht Durch Werke, fondern durch den Glauben an Chrijtum, den 
menjchgevordenen Gohn Gottes, der fich felbft fiir uns gegeben, der uns 
erlijt hat. C3 gibt, mie Paulus hier zeigt, nur ein Cvangelium; 
darum macht er BV. 6-—9 einen feinen Unterfcied, den unfere gebrauch- 
lide dDeutfde und englifce itberfebung nicht wiedergibt. Cr fagt guerft: 
Mich wundert, dag ihr Galater euch fo bald abwenden lakt von dem, 
Der euch berufen hat in die Gnade Chrifti, auf ein anderes Cvan-z 
gelium”, éeoov ebayyédiov. Wher dann forrigiert er gleichfam fich jelbjt 
und fagt: ,fo dod) fein anderes ijt, 6 ob Zour ado, ohne daf etliche 
find, die euch bertwirren und wollen dad Changelium Chrifti verfehren”. 
Er wedfelt im Griechifden mit gwei Synonyma. Buerft gebraucht er 
Das Wort éreoos, Dann das Wort dddoc. Darum hat die Revised Version 
der englijden Bibel, um diefen Unterjchied hervorgubeben, zuerft iber- 
febt “unto a different Gospel” und dann “which is not another Gospel”. 
“Adios, DaS Lateinijde alius, begieht jich auf die Babl, éreooc, das Latei- 
nifde alter, geht auf die Befdhaffenheit. Gang richtig fagt Trench): 
adios, alius, “is the numerically distinct; éteooc, alter, superadds the 
notion of qualitative difference; the one is divers, the other is 
diverse.” Divers: more than one; diverse: differing essentially. 
(Standard Dictionary.) Baulus hebt alfo herbor: © gibt nur ein 
Evangelium, und das ijt das Cvangelium, das er den Galatern ge- 
predigt hat, das Cbangelium bom Glauben an Chrijftt vollfommenes 
Erldjungs- und Verfdhnungsiwerf. %AlleS andere mag fich hundertmal 
Gbangelium nennen, ift aber fein Cvangelium, fondern ijt vielmehr, 
wie er gleich hingufiigt, cine Verfehrung und BVerdrehung des Coan- 
geliums Chrijti. So fagen auch wir jebt: Das, was die romifche Kirche 
berfiindigt, ijt fein Cbangelium; da social gospel, dad heutgzutage jo 
biel geriithmt wird, ift fein Cvangelium; da3, twas die reformierten 
Seften verfiindigen, wenn fie die Werke in den Glauben mijden, ift 
fein Cbangelium. €3 gibt nur ein Cvangelium, wie die} Paulus, 


9) Synonyms of the New Testament, p. 343. 
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Der Sehriftgrund fiir die Lehre von der satisfactio vicaria. Bil 


wiederum gleich in feiner Cinleitung, in get Worte fo fhin gufammen- 
gefakt bat, wenn er, tie in allen jeinen dreigehn Briefen, feinen Lejern 
zuruft: ,@nabde fet mit euch und Friede bon Gott dem Vater und 
unferm O€rrn YEfu Chrijto!” Gnade ijt die gnadige Gefinnung 
Gottes, Gottes Huld und Gunjt, die den Menfden notig ijt, teil fie 
Giinder find, zaow. Und Friede, eiojvn, ijt die Folge und Wirfung der 
gottlicen Gnade, der gottlidhe Friede im Herzen, wie Luther fo fchon 
jagt: ,Die Gnade vergibt die Siinde, der Friede beruhigt das Geez 
wijjen.“10) Und darum jtellt Paulus diefe Worte als eine Gumma 
feineS Coangeliums an den Anfang feiner Briefe. Prof. Mt. D. Buell 
jagt in feinem fleinen Suche The Autographs of St.Paul: “The 
salutation ‘Grace to you’ can be as fully established as true, distine- 
tive, and personal a voucher of Paul’s individuality as any peculiar 
or personal trait of his handwriting. ... What more appropriate 
salutation as sounding the innermost deeps of his life in Christ and 
concentrating into one phrase the ruling passion of Paul’s apostolic 
ministry could have been devised?!!) QWir twerden befonders im 
nadhjten Wbfchnitt immer wieder auf dicjen Begriff de} einen Cbvanz 
geliums ftoRen. 

Noch mehr biblifch-theologifme Puntte laffen fich aus diefem erjten 
hauptjachlich hijtorifhen Teil herausqreifen und erdrtern. Co der 
Begriff Der Offenbarung: ,,Gott offenbarete feinen Sohn in mir.” Go 
die rechte Handlungstweife in AWdiaphora und im Gebrauch der drijtlicden 
Freiheit: Paulus befchneidet den Timotheus, Apojt. 16,3, und tweigert 
fich, Den Titus gu befehneiden, Gal. 2,3. Go die Unterfdheidung, welches 
fhiwache Briider und welches falfche Briider find, RKRap.2,4. Go die 
Frage, wie Petrus ein unfehlbarer Lehrer der Chrijtenheit fein fann, da 
er Doc) hier der Heuchelet fich fchuldig gemacht hat, Rap.2,13. Unfebl- 
barfeit in Der Lehre wird nicht aufgehoben durch Mangel und Gebrechen 
im Leben. Wber die gugemefjene Beit ijt verjtriden. Das nachite Mal 
fommen twir zur Hauptjace und wollen gu erfennen fuchen, was Gejeb, 
Werfe, Glaube, Rechtfertiqung, Freiheit, Erbe ijt. 

Y. Firbringer. 
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Der Schrijtgrund fiir die Lehre von der satisfactio vicaria. 
(Fortfegung.) 





2 Ror. 5, 14. 15. 18—21: Denn die Qiebe Chrifti halt. 
unS Darran, Die Mir gu DdDiefem Urteile gefommen 
find: Ciner ftarb fir alle, fo ftarben fie alle Und 
fiir alle ftarb er, damit die Lebenden nidt mehr 
fig felber [eben, fondern dem fiir fie Geftorbenen 


10) Wusfiihrliche Erflarung deS Galaterbriefs, UX, 45. 
11) Qitiert in Milligan, Here and There among the Papyri, p. 157. 
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und Wuferwedten.... Uber das alles aus Gott, der 
uns verfohnt hat mit fig felbft dDurd Chriftum und 
uns gegeben hat das Amt der Verfohnung, weil 
eben Gott in Chrijto mar, die Welt mit fidh felbft 
berfohnend, ifnen nit anrednend ifre itbertre- 
tungen und aufridtend unter uns das Wort von 
Der Verfohnung. Fir Chrijtum alfo find mir Bot- 
fdafter, alS ob Gott ermahnete dDurdh uns. Wir 
bitten an Chrifti Statt: Laffet euch verjohnen mit 
Gott! Den, der Sitnde nist fannte, madte er an 
unferer Gtatt gur Giinde, damit wir wiirden Ge-z 
redtigfeit Gottes in ifm. 

Sn den Verjen, die diefem PRafjus unmittelbar voraufgehen, nimmt 
der Apojtel Wnlak, eine befonder$ hamifde und franfende BVerunz 
glimpfung guriicdgutveifen. Geine Feinde batten unter anderm die Bez 
fuldiqung gegen ifn erhoben, dak er von jich felber gu biel Riihmens 
mace und dap itberhaupt feine aupere Bezeiqung mit feiner Gergensz 
ftellung nicht im Cinflang jtehe. Demgegeniiber beteuert der WApojtel in 
B.13: ,Denn ob wir nun bon Sinnen famen, fiir Gott gefchah e3; ob 
wir bet Verjtand find, fiir euch find twir’s.” Wie unberechtigt iiber- 
Haupt die Voriwiirfe der Gegner twaren, zeigt 1 Por. 12. 

Und nun erflart der Apoftel die Urjache feines BWerhaltens: 
Denn die Liebe ChHhrifti halt uns daran, oder, wie 
Luther treffend iiberjebt hat: ,Die Liebe Chrijti dringet uns aljo” 
(A. V.: “constraineth us”). Die Liebe, die Chriftus gu un3 hat (gen. 
subi.), Die Liebe, die Der Wpoftel und alle Chrijten fo reichlich erfahren 
haben und immer wieder erfabren, halt uns feft, lettet un3 an, braucht 
gleidhfam ifre die Gergen begtwingende Getwalt. Der Apojtel begicht 
Dies Hauptfachlid auf fich und feine Mitarbeiter (jude); aber dak die 
Wusfage auf alle Chrijten bezogen werden fann, zeigt dDa3 Partizipium: 
Die wir gu Diefem Urteile gefommen find, Die tir Diefe 
Schlupfolgerung gemacht haben. C8 ijt gleichfam ein Logifch gwingendes 
Schlupverfahren, das der Apoftel gebraucht. Er tweijt hin auf die Tatz 
face, Dak einer, namlich Chriftus, fiir alle, an Stelle aller Menjfchen, 
geftorben ijt. Der Gedanfe der Stellvertretung ijt fo flar ausgedriict, 
gumal da 03 fich um Perfonen handelt, dak felbjt moderne itberjeger 
das ixéo nicht mit ,Zguquniten” twiedergugeben wagen. Denn der 
Wpojtel fagt eben ohne allen MNiickhalt, daBR in diefer Stellvertretung 
fie alle ftarben. Bgl. 1 Mor. 15, 22. Go vollitandig hat fid 
Chrijtus in jeiner Stellvertretung mit der gangen Menjchheit identifiz 
giert, Dak in jeinem Tode alle Menfdhen gejtorben jind, dak damit die 
objeftive Rechtfertiqung aller Welt gujtande gefommen ijt. Cs TieBe fid 
{chiwerlid cin jtarferer Wusdrucé finden, um dice ftellvertretende, allgenug- 
fame Verfohnung Chrijti dargulegen. 

Der Apojtel fiigt nun fofort hingu, welche Bedeutung und welche 
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Wirfung diefe LiebeStat Chrifti fiir die Menfchen, befonders fiir die 
Glaubigen, haben joll. Gr wiederholt, daB der GHeiland fiir alle ge- 
jtorben ijt, und betont dann den Biwed feines ftellvertretenden Todes, 
namli§@ Damit die Vebenden nist mehr fidh fjelber 
leben. G8 Viegt auch hier die gratia universalis gugrunde, und der 
Apoftel michte augenjdeinlich alle Menfden in der Begeiqung de Lebens 
einge{dhlofien haben. Aber dabei fpielt der Gedanfe itber aus dem 
Gebiet des phyfifehen in das des geijtlicjen Lebens. Alle diejenigen, 
Die des Lebens Chrifti teilhajtiq getworden find und die Frucht 
jeines odes an fich erfahren haben, jollen nun nicht mehr fig 
felber Ieben, follen nicht mehr im alten Leben der Selbftfucht jtehen. 
Wer mit Chrijto gejtorben ijt, wer die Frucht feines Todes im Glauben 
angenommen hat, ijt nicht nur gerechtfertigt bon der Siinde, Rom. 6, 7, 
fondern fiiblt fich nun auch gegmungen und gedrungen, in dem neuen 
geijtliden Leben gu wandeln, Rom. 6,4. Sein Leben gehirt jebt eben 
dem, ijt ausfeblieplich Dem getwidmet, der fiir ihn gejtorben und auf- 
erivecit tworden ijt. Das alte Kindergebetlein gehdrt hierher: ,OErr 
SGfu, dir [eb’ ih; HErr YEju, dir fterb’ ih; HErr FEju, dein bin 
id) im Leben und im Tod.“ 

Nachdem der Apojtel diefen Gedanfen in V. 16 und 17 meiter aus- 
gefiihrt hat, fahrt er Dann B.18 fort: Wher das alles aus Gott. 
Das ganze Werk der Stellvertretung Chrijti, die ganze Verfohnung der 
Menjchheit mit Gott, ftammt aus Gott; ja, alles, was damit zufammen- 
hangt, Das gange neue Leben der Chrijten, jteht in innigiftem Zufammenz 
hang mit der grogen Liebestat Gottes, die inmitten der menfdjlichen 
Gefchichte jteht: alles dies hat feinen Urjprung in Gott. C8 ijt diefer 
Gott, Der uns berfohnt hat mit fidh felbjt durd 
Chriftum. Das Verbum xaradddooew bezeichnet die Verfohnung 
aiveier ftreitender Teile, entiveder von fic) aus oder Durch einen dritten, 
einen Mtittler. Hier wird flar ausgefagt, dag Gott un fiindige Menz 
fchen mit fich berfohnt hat. Die Verfshnung befteht eben darin, ,,daR 
Gott in Chrijto oder um Chrijti willen feine Gejinnung gegen die Menz 
jen geandert hat” (Pieper). C8 ijt durchaus fchriftqemak, bon einer 
Umjtimnumng Gottes im BVerjohnungswerf zu reden (bgl. Band V, 
897 ff. diefer Zeitjdrift). Wir wifjen dabei gang genau, dak Gott die 
etwige Liebe ijt, DaR das VerfohnungSiverf fchon von Ciwigfeit im Rat- 
jehlug der Dreieinigfeit befchloffen war. Wir wiffen auch, dap die 
Schrift hier und an andern Stellen mit einer Anthropopathie operiert. 
So twiderfpredend un aber auch diejfe Lehre vorfommen mag, Tatfadhe 
ijt, Dak der gerechte und heilige Gott (der gugleich die ewige Liebe ijt) 
Zorn fiiblen mus iitber die Siinde der Menfdheit und dak diefer Born 
Gottes iiber die Gottlofigfeit der Menfchen fich offenbart, Mim. 1, 18. 
Der Zorn Gottes ijt eben die Cigenfdaft feines gottlidhen Wefens, fraft 
deren er die Siinder e3 empfindlicd) fiihlen lagt, dak fie im Mifbver- 
haltnis gu feinem fHeiligen Willen ftehen und feine gerechten Strafen 
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in Beit und Ewigfeit gu fiirdten haben, Pj.90,7. C3 ijt Tatfache, dak 
alle Menfden von Natur Kinder de3 Borns find, Eph.2,3. Aber 
wahrend Gottes Geredtigfeit und Heiligfeit die Siimde mit gangem 
Ernjte haBt und fein Born die Siinder ftraft, fo ijt e3 gugleid) Tatfade, 
Daf feine Liebe dDen Weg der Verfohnung durch Chriftum bereittet und 
fein Zorn fich um Chrifti willen geivandt hat. Val. Micha 7, 18; Bef. 
12,1; #7. 60, 3; 85, 4. 5. 8 handelt fich aber nicht bloR um die 
Herjtellung ,d¢e3 richtigen BVerhaltnijfes von Schuld und Rechtsord- 
nung”, um eine ,%nderung de3 durd Verjchuldung gejtirten Rechts. 
verhaltinijjes”, um eine ,,Wiederherjteling des durch die Schuld des 
Siinders gejtirten Friedensverhaltnifjes gu Gott“. Wile die Crfla- 
rungen, gut gemeint, tie fie jind, werden den biblifden Tatfachen nicht 
gerecht und jtellen auch den furdhtbaren Ernjt der Geredhtigfeit und 
Heiligfeit Gottes der Siimde gegeniiber nicht recht dar. Die Verfoh- 
nung, die von Gott aus durch Chrijtum gefchehen ijt, hat e3 tatfachlicd 
zuftande gebracht, dak die Liebe Gottes gleichjam jeinen Zorn befchivich- 
tigen, ihn den Menfechen gegeniiber in diefer Begziehung umijtimmen 
fonnte. Cben darum fann auch Paulus fpezififeh von feinem WWmte reden 
alg dem Wmt der Verfohnung. Das ijt und bleibt die Haupt- 
aufgabe eines jeden chrijtlichen Predigers, die Durch Chrijtum gefdhehene 
Verfihnung Gottes mit der Welt zu verfiindigen. 

Der ganze Gedanfe wird nun von dem WApojtel im eingelnen erflart: 
Weil eben Gott in Chrifto war. Das & XororH ijt nicht 
lediglich injtrumental, jondern befchreibt gleichjam Ort und Sfopus der 
Verjfohnungstat Gottes. Gott hat einen aftiven Teil an dem Crlofungs- 
twwerf genommen, tvie DaS der Heiland ja auch immer tvieder in feinen 
Reden betont, 3.B. Joh. 5, 30. 48; 6, 37—40. 44; 8, 28. 29. Und 
Gott tar in Chrijto, Die Welt mit fish felber verfohnend. 
Chen tweil das Erldfungsiwerf cin Werf GottesS ijt, war e3 auch da3 
Werk, wodurch er die Welt mit fich felber verjihnte. Dagu gehdren nun 
Die Partizipialjabe, einmal ihnen, dad heift, den Menfdjen, nidt 
anrednend ifre ttbertretungen. Sie ithertretungen waren 
und find alfo da; aber Gott rechnet fie ihnen nicht mehr an oder Zu, 
Da fie ja famt und fonders auf da3 Konto Chrijfti, als des Stellvertreters, 
gejebt tvorden find. Daran feblieBt fich der giveite Partizipialjabk an: 
und aufridtend unter un3 das Wort von der Verz 
fohnung. Hier wird die hijtorifdhe Verurfachung de3 Predigtamts 
betont; denn das Wmt des Wortes fonnte ja nicht beftehen, hatte feinen 
Sinn, twenn e3 nicht die Durch Chrifti Tod gefdhehene Verjohnung pre- 
Digte. Dies Wort der Verfshnung ijt gefebt, beftimmt, e3 ift von Gott 
fo geordnet, und fein Menjch darf hierin eine sinderung vornehmen. 
Wenn ein Prediger nicht fein ganges Amt auf die durch Chriftum ge- 
fchehene Verfohnung griimdet, fo jtipt er damit den Grundgedanfen 
de3 Amtes um. 

Darum fchreibt der Apoftel weiter: Fiir CHhrijtum alfo find 
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wir Botfdafter. Wahre Prediger dienen in ihrem Amte als 
Stellvertreter Chrijti, der fie in ihr Wmt gqefebt hat. Darum find fie 
auch Botfcdhafier, Gejandte des Konig aller Kinige und HErrn aller 
Herren; als folche dienen fie ihm, alZ folce twerben fie fiir ifn. Die 
innige Verbindung von Gottes Wort mit Menjchenverfiindigung Liegt 
nicht nur hierin, fondern auch in den nadhften Worten: als ob Gott 
ermahnete Durd uns. Jn der Predigt jede3 wahren Dieners am 
Wort fteht gleichfam Gott jelber vor der Gemeinde und ruft Menfden 
au fich, troftend, ermunternd, ermahnend. Destvegen erflart der WApojtel: 
Wir bitten an Chrijti Statt: Lajffjet eud verjohnen 
mit Gott! Das ijt die cine groke Botfdhaft des Amtes, das die 
Verfohnung predigt. Wie Gott fraft des Erldfungsiwerfes Chrijtt mit 
den Menfehen verjohnt ijt, fo follen diefe nun auch ihrerjeit3 ihre Feind- 
fhaft gegen Gott fahren lajjen. Gott ijt bereit, fie um Chriftt willen 
angunehmen; die Vergebung der Siinden liegt fiir fie in Chrijto vor. 
Wie gern und twillig follten fie dDarum feiner Wufforderung nachfommen 
und die Verfohnung annehmen! 

Und als Klimar diefer dringenden Wufforderung ruft der Wpojtel 
feinen Lefern und der gangen Welt zu: Den, Der die Giinde 
nidt fannte, der da heilig, unfduldig, unbeflect war, Hebr. 7, 26, 
defjen Siindlofigfeit in der gangen Schrift betont wird, hat Gott an 
unferer Gtatt gur Gitnde gemadt. Chrijtus hat fis in 
feiner Stellvertretung der fiindigen Menfchheit fo volljtandig mit diefer 
identifiziert, DaB er fogar von feiner Torheit, von feinen Schulden, 
redet, Yj. 69,6, trobdem er unmittelbar vorher fagt, da er begablen 
muf, twas er nicht geraubt hat. Bal. Sef. 53,4.5. Und tie fo einer- 
feitS Die Ndentifizierung Chriftt mit unferer Giinde eine vollfommene 
war, jo gilt andererfeits: Damit mir wmiirden Geredhtigfeit 
Gottes in ifm. Go vollftandig und riichaltlos ijt die Bueiqnung 
der Gerechtigfeit Gottes an un3, dak diefe gleichfam unjerm Wejen 3u-z 
gejdjrieben wird, dag tir unfererfeits mit diejer Gerechtigfeit identifi- 
aiert werden. Chrijtus ijt unfere Siinde; wir find Chrifti Gerechtigfeit. 
Das ijt die Frucht feines VerfohnungStodes, feiner ftellvertretenden 
Genugtuung. BE. E. RK. 
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(Cijenadher Cpiftel fiir den fedhften Sonntag nad Trinitatis.) 





Kurz vor feiner Gimmelfahrt hatte der HErr feiner Kirde in 
furgen Siigen fein Programm entfaltet, wonach die Ausbreitung feiner 
Rirdhe boranfdjreiten follte. Naddem dic Apoftel die Kraft des Heiligen 
Geijtes wiirden empfangen haben, der fie gu ihrem Wmt befahigen 
iwiirde, follten fie feine Zeugen fein gu Serufalem und in gang Qudda 
und Gamaria und bis an das Ende der Erde, Apoft. 1,8. Wie ein ins 
Waffer geworfener Stein immer tweitere Kreife gieht, fo follte fich aud 
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Die Kirde immer weiter und weiter ausbreiten. Beugen waren die 
WApojtel getwefen zu Yerufalem, wie das Lufas, Rap. 1—5, ergahlt. Bu 
den erjten Sefehrten, dreitaujend an der Bahl, Rap. 2,41, tat der HErr 
taglic) mehr hingu, 8.47. Der auffteigende Widerfpruch, der fich gu- 
nadhjt gegen die Wpoftel richtcte, hinderte weder das freudige Beugnis der 
Apojtel noc) das Wachstum der Gemeinde, Rap. 4. GSelbjt die blutige 
Verfolgung, die anlaglich de Martyrertodes des Stephanus von den 
geinden ing Werf gefebt wurde, um das Chrijtentum mit Stumpf und 
Stiel ausgurotten, hatte nur die Wirkung, dab der Kreis fich immer 
tweiter zog. itber die Grengen Yerujalems hinaus wurde das Cban- 
gelium in gang Sudda verfiindigt. Die AWusbreitung der Kirche war in 
ihr giveites Stadium getreten. Das dritte folgte alsbald. Gamaria, 
Die Heimat eines den Yuden verhakten Mtijchvolf3, Yoh. 4,9, bisher 
fremd bon den Tejtamenten der Verheigung, Eph. 2,12, nahm das Wort 
Gotte3 an, Apoft.8,14. Das Wort de3 Heilandes Yoh. 10, 16 fing an 
fich gu erfiillen. Und nicht nur aus der Nahe, fondern auch aus weiter 
gerne jollten fie fommen gum Berge de3 HErrn, Jef. 2,3; bis ans Ende 
Der Erde follten die Kreife der Kirche jich ausdehnen. Den Anfang 
Ddiejer Bewegung jchildert uns Lufas in dem Wbjchnitt, der uns vorliegt. 

Uber der Engel de3 HErrn redete zu Pbhilippo und jprach: Stehe 
auf und gehe gegen Mittag auf die Strafe, die bon Yerujalem hinab- 
gehet gen Gaga, die da witjte ijt.” Pbhilippus wurde {chon vorbher in 
Diejem Kapitel erwwahnt, V.5 ff. C8 ijt dies nicht der Apojtel Philippus, 
der allerding’ auch bon ahnlicdem Nifjionseifer erfiillt war, Yoh. 1, 45; 
12,20—22. Denn einmal blieben die WApojtel gu Serujalem, Kap. 8, 1; 
fodann tware e3 nicht nodtig gewefen, Wpojtel nad) Samarien gu fdicten, 
@.14, wenn Pbhilippus cin Wpoftel getvefen ware. Weil Lufas ohne 
tweiteres VB. 5 Philippus beim Namen nennt, fo will er ohne Bweifel gu- 
ritciveifen auf den Rap. 6,5 als Diafonen erwabhlien Philippus. Dort 
twird er gleich nach Stephanus genannt, wohl weil Lufas bon diefem 
Philippus erzahlen will, nachdem er iiber Stephanus beridhtet hat. 
Apoft. 21, 8 erfdheint der Diafon Philippus wieder als Cvangelitt. 
»Die Cbangelijten . . . verfiindigten miffionierend das Cvangelium, 
nequdvtes éxnoovtoy (Xheodoret), breiteten das apojtolijche Wort da 
aus, two die Wpojtel nicht hingefommen waren; ibrem Beruf ent{prict 
etiva der Dienjt der Heutigen Mijfionare.“” (Stichardt, Ephejerbrief, 
6.198.) Val. Cph. 4,11; 2 Tim. 4,5. Cufebius fehreibt: ,,Sie waren 
eifrigit beflijjen, Chrijtum gu predigen und die Biicher der heiligen 
Cvangelien zu verteilen. Wenn diefe in entfernten Ortern nur den 
Grund des Glaubens gelegt hatten, fo febten jie andere gu Hirten, denen 
fie die Pflege fiir die Neubefehrten anvertrauten; fie felbft aber gingen 
in andere Gegenden und gu andern Voilfern, von der Gnade und Mit- 
twirfung Gottes begleitet.” (Rirdhengefdicdte, III, 37.) 

Nad menfdhlidhem Ermeffen hatte Philippus, diefer eifrige und jo 
erfolgreiche Evangelijt, in Samaria nocd in grokem Segen tweitertwirfen 
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fonnen. Der HErr der Kirche hatte e3 anders bejdloffen. Mitten aus 
gefegneter Wirkjamfeit heraus tourde er gu einem Werk berufen, das er 
wohl faum ohne befonderen Ruf Gottes unternommen hatte. Philippus 
follte das auseriwablte Ritjtzeug fein, durch melches e3 miglid) gemacht 
werden follte, dDaB Chrifti Name bis in’ ferne sthiopien, das damals ge- 
wihnlich begeichnet tourde al der Welt Ende, getragen wurde. Gerade 
gu diefem Werk eignete fich Philippus in gang hervorragender Weije. 
Er war nicht ein enghergziger Qudenchrijt; fein griechifder Name deutet 
an, Daf er, wenn nicht aus heidnifden, fo doch aus griecdhifdredenden, 
helleniftijden Kreijfen fam. Gr ijt der erjte, bon dem beridhtet wird, daB 
er iiber die Grengen de$ Sudentums hinaus das Changelium dem den 
Stocjuden fo berhapten Gamaritervolf verfiindigte. Wie fchwer wurde 
e8 felbjt einem Wpoftel Petrus, die Grengen gwifden Yuden und Heiden 
3u berivijden! Wie viele Reibereien gab e3 in den erjten Gemeinden 
atwifdjen Judenz und Heidendrijten! Die erfte Triibung des innigen 
Bruderberhaliniffes in der Gemeinde gu Yerufjalem twar durch die Natio-= 
nalitat3frage herborgerufen worden. Und nun follte ein Schwarzer, ein 
Nachfomme Hams, fiir Chrijti Reich getwonnen twerden. Da gab e3 twohl 
faum einen paffenderen Mann als gerade Philippus. Weld widtige 
Lehre gibt damit der HErr der Nifjion, dak man fiir getwijje Arbeit 
Leute ausfuche, die nicht nur die dagu notige Fabhigkeit haben — die 
Hatten die Wpoftel in hervorragendem Mae gehabt —, fondern die auch 
das Herg fir diefe bejondere Wufqabe haben. Nicht immer fucht fich der 
HErr die an der Spike Stehenden aus, um in feinem Reich Growes Zu 
leiften; er gebraucht oft auch folche, die nicht in hohen simtern jtehen, 
night mit herborragenden Gaben ausgeriijtet find. Cin jeglider mudere 
mit Dem ihm berliehenen PBfunde! 

Wus fich felber ware Philippus wohl nimmer auf den Gedanfen 
gefommen, den reichgefeqneten Sdhauplabk jeiner Wirkfamfeit zu ver- 
lajfen. Daher gab ihm der HCrr nicht nur diejen Gedanfen ein — 
Philippus hatte dann meinen fonnen, das fet ein verfehrter, fiindlider 
Gedanfe —, fondern um ihm bon bornherein alle Bedenfen zu nehmen, 
fchictte Der HErr einen jeiner Engel, der jedenfallS in fichtbarer Geftalt 
an Pbhilippus herantrat und perfonlich mit ihm redete. Der HErr der 
RKirdhe hat nicht nur Menjchen in feinem Dienjt, fondern die heiligen 
Geijter um feinen Thron harren auf jeinen Befehl und lajfen fic gerne 
augsjenden, wenn e8 gilt, die Sache ihre HErrn gu fordern. Wie viele 
Beijpiele dagu finden fich in der Schrift! 

»Stehe auf!” fo rujt der Engel dem Philippus zu. Diefe WAnrede 
betveijt nicht, dak der Engel ihm im Schlaf erfchienen fei, fondern das 
Wort fteht wie haufig im Sinn von ,,fich aufmaden, die ndtigen Vor- 
bereitungen treffen”. ,,Gehe gegen Mtittag” wird von vielen als Beit- 
bejtimmung gefakt. Wher einmal fteht xara gar Hhaufig bet Ortsbeftim- 
mungen, 3. B. uf. 10, 32.33; Wpoft. 16,7; 27,7.12; PbHil. 3,14, und 
fodann twiirde die Zeit gu gritndlicder VBelehrung gar gu furz gewefen 
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fein, wenn Philippus fich um Miittag auf den Weg gemacht hatte. Selbjt 
Die fidlichjte Grenge Samarias war aiwwanzgig Meilen von Yerufalem 
entfernt; aljo hatte die Reife wenigftens fiinf Stunden bid Yerufalem, 
nod) langer bid zur Landjtrape in Anfpruch genommen. Wir halten 
Daher ,gegen Mittag” fiir cine Ortsbejtimmung. Nach Silden foll er 
gehen bis ,auf die StragRe, die bon Serujalem hinabgeht gen Gaza, die 
Da twiljte ijt”. Die lewteren Worte begiehen fich gewik nicht auf Gaga, 
da dieje Stadt gur Beit der Wpoftel nicht wiifte war, fondern nad 
Sojephus nach ihrer Zerjtirung durch Wlerander Yannaus (96 vb. Chr.) 
im Sabre 58 bv. Chr. durch Gabinius mieder aufgebaut worden war. 
*Eonuos beigt iiberhaupt einjam, verlajjen, menfdenteer, bal. Gal. 4, 27; 
Matth.14,13.15, vgl. mit Boh. 6,10. C8 follen gwet Strapen von 
Serufjalem nach Gaza gefiihrt haben, cine fiidliche, iiber Hebron, durdh 
unbetwohnte Gegenden fiihrend, dabher weniger befahren, eine nodrdlicde, 
Durd einen jtarf bevilferten Landjftrich fiihrend. €3 mag wohl fein, 
Dap der Kammerer die fitdlide, unbefahrene, ecinfame, ,twittte” Strafe 
twablte, um defto ungeftirter fich dem Vejen des Propheten midmen 
gu fonnen. 

»Und er ftund auf und ging hin. Und fiche, cin Mann aus 
Mohrenland, cin Kammerer und Gelwaltiger der Konigin KRandaze in 
Mohrenland, welder war itber alle ihre Shabfammer, der war fommen 
gen Yerujalem, angubeten, und 30g wieder heim und jah auf feinem 
Wagen und las den Propheten Fefaiam”, BV. 27.28. Pbhilippus wufte 
nicht, was ihm beborftand. Cr hatte feinerlci Verheipung. Cr wupte 
nur, er follte aus reichgejeqneter Arbeit im volfreiden Samaria fich auf 
eine cinjame Landjtragke begeben. Aber der HErr hatte e3 ihm auf- 
getragen, und da galt eS gehorden. Wie er dem allgemeinen Mtijfions- 
befehl nacgefommen war, fo mit gleicer Willigfcit dicjem befonderen 
BVefehl. Wenn der HErr uns [eitet und fiihrt, unfere Wufmerffamfecit in 
ganz bejonderer Weije auf cin bejftimmtes Mijfionsfeld lenft, follten wir 
nidt feinem Willen gehordjen, jelbjt twenn e3 nicht bon vornherein ein 
bielberjpredendes Feld Zu fein fdeint? Die Hauptfadhe ijt, daB er uns 
gerufen hat; alleS Weitere, Erfolg, Segen, finnen wir dem iiberlajfen, 
Der uns gerufen bat. Wabhrend Pbhilippus in gefpannter Erwartung, 
twas wohl der Bivect feiner Reije jci, riijtig des Wegs cinherfdreitet, ver- 
lakt cin Wagen Yerujalem, worauf cin Mann fizt, wie man ifn nidt 
allgu haufig in Serujalem zu fehen befam. G3 war cin Mann aus dem 
fernen Mobhrenland, ein Ai#owy, wie Lufas fdreibt. Weil der Cvan- 
gelijt, Der cine genaue Befdreibung dicfes Mannes gibt, auch nicht mit 
einer Gilbe erwahnt, dak er ein Qude getvefen fei, fo werden twir faum 
irregehen, wenn twir ifn als einen cingebornen ithiopier anfeben. 
Uthiopien ijt das biblifdhe RKujdh, fiidlich von sighpten, das mit Mizraim, 
Yghpten, ein Doppelvolf bildete, von dem lange Zeit bald das eine, bald 
Das andere die Oberhand hatte. Das ndrdliche sithiopien, Meroe, von 
Sojephus mit Seba, vgl. Gen. 10,7, identifiziert, war cin Priefter- 
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ftaat, ein GStapelplak der arabifd-afrifanifden Sandel3farawanen. 
Sef. 45, 14 werden die Cinmohner Sebas gujammen mit sithiopiern und 
Sighptern alZ Leute von aujfallig hohem Wuchs gefdildert, und Hero- 
potus, 3,114, fehreibt: ,,. Das athiopijde Land am Ende der Welt hat viel 
Gold und ungeheure Elephanten und allerlei Waldhaume und Ehenholz 
und Menfden, die fehr grok und fchin find und fehr lange eben.“ Dak 
dies nordlice Ythiopien die Heimat de} KRammerers getvefen ijt, dafiir 
{prict die BVefdhreibung Meroes bei Plinius: C3 regiert eine Frau, 
Kandaze, iwelcher Name fchon feit vielen Jahren auf die Kiniginnen 
iibergegangen ijt. (Hist. Nat. VI, 35.) Diefer sthiopier mar ein 
Kammerer, sivodyos. Das Wort heift eigentlich VBetthitter; dann be- 
zeichnet e3 Den Wuffeher cines Harems, zu twelchem Wmt Verfchnittene 
genommien fwurden, Daher das Wort dieje Bedeutung annahm. C3 
ipurde auch in Iwetterem Ginne bon andern Veamten gebraucht, von 
denen mance nicht verjchnitten geiwejen fein mbgen. Doh wird an 
unfjerer Stelle dDaS Wort in der Bedeutung ,,BVerfdhnittener” gu nehmen 
fein, Da ja Lufas den Amtsnamen dvvraorjs, Machthaber, Beamter, Ge- 
waltiger, hingufiigt. Cr war der Schabmeijter der Ninigin, hatte aljo 
ein verantiwwortungsvolles BVertrauensamt, genoR in feinem Lande hohe 
Chre, wird auch ein gebildeter Mann gewejen fein, da er der griechifden 
Sprache macdhtig war. Der war gefommen gen Serujalem, angubeten. 
Von den Yuden, die damalZ ja fehon iiber die gange Erde Zerjtreut 
waren, Wpojt. 2, 8—11, und meijtenS ecifrige Mtijfionare waren, hatte er 
bon dem twahren Gott und der Hoffnung Bsracl3 gehirt und ivar zum 
wahren Glauben gefommen; fonjt hatte Qufas faum gefagt, dak er anz 
betete. Gein BVerlangen und die Hoffnung, mehr itber den twahren 
Gottesdienft zu erfahren, hatte ihn auf die twcite Reije getrieben. Cr 
fam gu ungelegener Zeit. Die Gemeinde war durch die Verfolgung Zerz 
jtreut. Gie berfammelte fich nicht mehr im Tempel, wo er mit ifr 
hatte befannt twerden fonnen. Wenn er iiberhaupt ettvas bon FEfu 
gebort hat, fo gefdhah e3 aus dem Munde der Feinde. Cr twar wohl 
gum irdifden SYerufalem gefommen, aber twa3 hatte ihm das genubt? 
Noch hatte er den Konig Ysrael3 nicht fennengelernt, noch wupte er nidt, 
Daz die Hoffnung aller wahren SSraeliten in Erfiillung gegangen, der 
Mefjias erfchienen fei. Wobl hatte er das Buch de3 Propheten Yefaias 
erjtanden, das ihm bei forgfaltigem Studium viel Wuffehluk iiber den 
Mejfias gegeben hatte; aber er ware im beften Fall cin alttejtament- 
Vicker Glaubiger getworden oder vielmehr geblieben. Der HErr der 
Kirche nahm fic) diefes Mobhren, der die Hande nach ihm ausjtrecte, 
Rj. 68,32, Liebevoll an. Pbhilippus follte die neunundneunzig Sdafe 
berlajjen und diefem einen nachgehen. Auf der Riicfehr von Seru- 
falem nach Gaga follte der GHiiter de3 Schabes, ydla, Wthiopiens den 
rechten Scab finden und dann e3 dabin bringen, dak mit ihm andere 
Mobhren fich denen anjfehlofien, von denen gefdrieben fteht: Bef. 2,3; 
Gad). 8, 20—23; vgl. Sebr. 12, 22 ff. 
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Khilippus fieht den Wagen fommen. Aber e3 ift ja ein Neger, 
Der darauf fibt! GCollte er deStwegen den weiten Weg gefommen fein? 
Doh gewifk nicht! Ferner ijt das ein vornehmer Mann, wie die Pract 
deS Wagens und die fojtbaren Keider e3 bewweijen. Wird der auf ibn, 
den armen, jcdhlidten Wanderer, hiren? Er Lieft jo eifrig; wird er ¢3 
nicht iibel aufnehmen, twenn Pbhilippus ihn ftort? Wird er fich nicht mit 
Verachtung von dem ftaubbedectten Fremdling abwenden? Golche Ge- 
dDanfen modgen ihm durch den Sinn gegangen jein, und er twiirde biel 
leicht Den Wagen haben voriiberfahren lajfen, wenn nicht der Heilige 
Geijt ihm gugefproden hatte. 

» Der Geift aber fprach zu Philippo: Gehe hingu und made dich bei 
diefen Wagen!” BV.29. Der Heilige Geijt ijt der Geijt JCju Chrifti, 
bon ihm gejandt, jeine Singer gu rechten Beugen gu machen, Noh. 14, 
16. 26; 15, 26—16,15. Welch herrlicden Beijtand haben tir in 
diefem Geijt, dem twahren Gott! 1 Ror. 2,2—12. Mache did bei 
Diejen Wagen!“ Kodddw Heifkt eigentlich zujammenleimen, dann fon-z 
derlic) bet Lufas jich eng an jemand anjdlieBen, WApojt.5,13; 9, 26; 
10,28; 17,34. 8 ijt natiirlicdh, dah Chrijten jich an ihre Lehrer anz 
fliegen. Dasfelbe Ynterefje joll den Lehrer bewegen, fich in vertrauz 
Ticher, herglicher Weife an die noch Unfirdliden angufchlieBen, in innigen 
Rontaft mit ibnen 3u treten. 

/Da lief Philippus hingu und horte, daB er den Propheten Yefaiam 
fa3, und fprach: Berftehejt du auch, was du Tiefejtt?” B. 30. Der 
Wagen wird wohl faum fehr fehnell gefahren fein, jondern damit der 
Kammerer ungejtirt [efen und nachdenfen finne, wird der Fubrmann 
den Wujtrag befommen haben, langjam Zu fahren, um unndtiges Gez 
raffel und Stopen zu bvermeiden. Das [egt twiederum den Gedanfen 
nahe, dak Philippus den Wagen fchon hatte voritberfahren lafjen und 
nun Taufen mute, um den Wagen ecinguholen. Und fiehe, er hort nicht 
eine fremde Sprache. Cr vernimmt ifm wobhlbefannte Laute, wohl 
faum hebraijcde; denn c3 ijt nicht angunehmen, dak der Rammerer cine 
Sprache berjtand, die felbjt vielen SQuden im Wusland nicht mehr gez 
laufig war. Wber feit Jahrhunderten war ja da3 Alte Tejtament in die 
griechijdhe Sprache itberfebt toorden, und e3 wird jedenfalls, wie wir 
fehen twerden, eine griechijche tiberjebung getwejen fein, die Der Ramz- 
merer fo eifrig ftudierte. €3 war ein dem Pbhilippus twobhlbefanntes 
Buch. C3 twar eine der herrlichjten Verheipungen, die er jchon des 
bfteren behandelt hatte. Cin Schwarzer diefe Weisjagung Iecfend! 
Welsh eine itberrajdhung! Gang natiirlich fam da die bom Keiligen 
Geijt angeregte Frage: ,BVerfteheft du auch, was du Liefejtt?“ Man 
beadjte das Wortfpiel im Griechijden. Wie taftvoll verfahrt hier Pbhi- 
lippus! Gr drangt fic nicht auf. Cr wirft ifm nicht Uniwijfenbeit vor. 
Hoflidh, freundlich erfundigt er fich. Und der HErr, Spr. 21,1, lentt 
das Herz aud diejes Groen auf Erden, dak er fich nicht fdhrojj von dem 
einjamen Wanderer abwendet, dak er fich in ein Gefprach mit ihm ein-z 
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lagt. Gr wird ihn alsbald als Yuden erfannt haben, und ein Jude 
fonnte ifm jedenfalls Wujffdhlup iiber die ihm unberftandlide Stelle 
geben. Daher ergahlt Lufas weiter: 

,&r aber jprach: Wie fann ich, fo mich nicht jemand anleitet? 
Und ermahnte Philippum, daB er auftrate und febte fich bet ihn’, VB. 31. 
, Wie fann ich” ujiv., eigentlich: Denn mie fonnte ich wohl, wenn mich 
nidt jemand anfleiten wird? Das yde begriindet die Verneinung der 
Frage, die nicht direft ausgejproden twird, aber in feiner gangen Antz 
wort zum Wusdrucf fommt. Der erjte Teil geigt feine Demut. Trop 
feiner Hohen Stellung erfennt er an, dak das Hier Gefdhriebene feinen 
Verjtand itberjteigt. Yn dem siweiten Sabteil fpricht er gugleich die 
Hoffnung und Eriwartung aus, dak Pbilippus ifn anleiten werde. Anz 
leiten, eigentlich ein Wegfiihrer fein. Weil er aus dem ganzgen Verz 
halten de3 Philippus erfannt hatte, dak diefer willig fein wmiirde, ihn gu 
belehren (da8 liegt in dem ré, wodurdh das innere logifde Verhaltnis 
angegeigt wird), jo bat er ihn, fich neben ihn gu feben. Pbhilippus tat 
das ohne Scheu. Val. 1 Kor. 9, 20—23. Wiederum eine widhtige Lehre 
fiir Mifjionare. 

Sn BV. 32.33 wird die Stelle angefiihrt, die Der Rammerer gerade 
gelejen hatte, deren Ynbhalt fo foftlich ijt, Dag Lufas nicht umbin fann, 
ihn angufiihren. Wher er iiberjebt nicht den Hebraijden Tert, jondern 
fiihrt genau den Wortlaut der Septuaginta an, jedenfallS weil das die 
liberfebung war, die Der Rammerer [a3. Die tiberfebung ,,Yn feiner 
Niedrigfeit” ufiw. ijt felbft fiir un3 Chriften nicht leicht verjtandlich, 
wahrend das Hebraijce und Luther3 itberfebung im Alten Teftament 
viel dDeutlicher ijt. 213 der Rammerer diefe Worte noch einmal laut [a3, 
wird e3 Dem Philippus abnlich gegangen fein tie cinjt dem Elihu, Hiob 
32,18—20. Gr twufte ja die eingig richtige Wntwort, die Wnttwort, die 
fein eigen Herz erquict, feine innerfte Geele betwegt hatte. %lS daber 
der Kammerer fragte: , Yeh bitte dich, bon twem redet der Prophet folches, 
pon ihm felbjt oder von jemand anders?” B. 34, da tat Philippus feinen 
Mund auf und fing von diejer Schrift an und predigte ifm das Cban- 
gelium von SGfu, B.35. Dak Sejaias hier nicht von fich felbjt redete, 
Das hatte Der Kammerer gewif bei anhaltendem Lefen felber erfennen 
fonnen und aud erfannt. Wher dap diefe Perfon erjdienen fei, dak 
Diefe Weisfagung in YEfus von Nagareth erfiillt fet, das wubte er nicht 
und fonnte er nicht twiffen, e3 fei denn, daB e3 ihm gefagt wiirde. C3 
lat fich alfo meder aus der Frage de3 Philippus, BV. 30, nod) aus den 
Sragen de3 Kammerer3, BV. 31.34, der Sehluk giehen, dag die Sdhrift 
unflar fet und eines menfdlicdhen MWuslegers beditrfe. Philippus fragte, 
tweil e8 ihm eben aiweifelhaft war, ob der Mann FEjum fenne, und der 
Kammerer, weil er nichts wute bon YEfu, von dem allein diefe Stelle 
Handelt und durch den allein fie berftandlid) mird. Dak Befaias von 
SEju redet, begeugt hier Qufas flar und deutlid. Mit feiner Silbe 
Ddeutet er an, daf fich Philippus geirrt habe. Durch Lufas aber redet der 
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Heilige Geijt felber. Auch Philippus redet nicht, was ihm gerade ecin- 
fiel, fondern erfdcint bier al3 Bote Gotte3, vom Geijt Gottes getrieben, 
B. 29.39. Weil heutzutage fo viele SCjum nicht in der Schrift finden, 
bleibt diefe ihnen cin verjchlofjencs Bud. C3 migen mande atvar 
grundgelehrte Leute fein, migen genau wiffen, wie viele Varianten ufiv. 
fich in Der Bibel finden, wo fie mit den alten Denfmalern und Sdhriften 
iibereinftimmt und wo nicht; und doch verftehen fie nicht, wad fie [cjen, 
teil fie nicht SEfum in der Schrift finden. Das ijt und bleibt die 
Hauptaufgabe eines Niffionars, das Evangelium von BEfu gu predigen, 
migen die Zubsrer fein, wer und twas fie wollen. 

So fubren KRanmmerer und Cvangelijt langfam die Strage entlang, 
Die da Hheift die einfame. Reiner fiiblte cinjam. An Pbilippus erfiillte 
fic) Yoh. 7,39. CStrime lebendigen Wafjers flojjen von ifm in das 
Diirre Herz deS Wthiopiers, Wafjer, das in ihm ein Brunnen des Waffers 
tourde, das ins ewige Leben quillt, Boh.4,14. Cin Nadhfomme Hams 
fand den Weg in die Hiitten Sems. MNationalitat, Rafe, Farbe, Stan- 
DdDeSunterfdhiede traten ganglic) in den Hintergrund. YEfus, der ge- 
meinfdaftlide Heiland, verband die Herzen. Die Stunden flogen dahin 
in trautem, britderlidem Verfehr. 

»lUnd als fie gogen der Strake nad, famen fie an ein Wafer; und 
der Kammerer fprach: Siehe, da ijt Wafer; was hindert’s, dah ich mic 
taufen lajje? Pbhilippus aber jprad: Glaubejt du von ganzem Herzen, 
fo mag’3 twobl fein. Cr antiwortete und jpracdh: Bch glaube, dak SCjus 
Chrijtus Gottes Sohn ijt. Und er hiek den Wagen halten, und jtiegen 
binab in das Wafer, beide Philippus und der Rammerer; und er taufte 
in”, BV. 36—38. Die Frage de} KRammerers erinnert an Apojt. 10, 47. 
Dort war fein Hinderni3; denn ihr Glaube war durch die Ausgichung 
deS Heiligen Geijtes begeugt worden. Auch hier war fein Hindernis; 
Denn Philippus wird gemerft haben, dag der Kammerer eins mit ihm 
twar im Glauben an FCjum, den Sohn Gottes, den Heiland der Welt. 
&3 fommt daber nicht allguviel dDarauf an, ob VB. 37 echt ijt oder nicht. 
Er fehlt in den altejten Handfdriften, und two er fich findet, twird er in 
jo berjchiedener Form iiberliefert, Daf man berechtigte Ziweifel an feiner 
Cdhtheit haben fann. Weil er jedoch in unjerer deutf{den Bibel fteht, 
tweil gewif cine alte iiberlieferung gugrunde liegt, weil er mahr{chein- 
lich Hijtorifd toahr ijt, jo wird man in der Predigt auf ihn eingehen, 
ohne ihn als Veiweis fiir dic Notwendigfeit eines offentliden Befennt- 
nifje3 bor der Taufe angufiihren. Ob die Taufe durch Untertauchen oder 
Vefprengen gefdah, fann aus dicjen Verfen nicht ertviefen werden. Bei 
beiden Weifen migen fie ins Wafer gegangen fein. Der alte Beda 
bemerft: Der Mohr hat feine Farbe geandert, das heift, vom Sdmuk der 
Siinde rein gewajden, ftieg er aus dem Bade FEfu hervor. Durch Wort 
und Gaframent der Kirde einverleibt, 30g der Kammerer dann feines 
Weges frohlicsh. Wohl wird e3 ihn gefdmergt haben, dak Pbhilippus 
hinweggeriict wurde; doch DEfus war ja bei ihm. Er war ein Kind 





onan Coa ee ee 





Bs 
a 
d 
a 
“4 
: 






Predigtitudie itber WApovft. 8, 26—40. 523 


deS Dreieinigen Gottes, in defjen Gemeinfdaft er durch Wort und Taufe 
aufgenommen tworden war. Wie follte er da nicht Frohlich fein! Meij- 
fionSwerf fdenft den Menjdhen rechte Lebensfreude. 

Philippus fehrte nicht nad) Samaria gurii. Ym Gehorjam gegen 
den HErrn und feinen Geijft predigte er an der RKitjte des Meeres von 
Wsdod bis nach Cajarien allen Stadten das Evangelium. Geine Reife 
bon Samaria nad der Strafe, die da heikt die twiijte, mar nicht ver- 
geblich getwejfen. Wohl hatte er nur cine Geele gewonnen, aber e3 
war eine Geele tener erlojt durch DCfum, an die fein Heiland fein 
Gottesblut gewandt hatte. Welch cine Freude wird das fiir ihn getwejen 
fein! Mach alter Tradition foll der Kammerer dann in sthiopien das 
Evangelium verfiindigt und felbjt die Kinigin fiir Chrifti Reich ge- 
twonnen haben. Rein Menjch fann den Erfolg der MtijfionSarbeit vollig 
ermeffen; erjt die Gwigfeit wird ihn in feiner gangen Herrlidfeit er- 
weifen. Wie viele Mijffionare find durch dieje Gefdhichte fiir ihren 
Lebensberuf begeijtert und darin geftarft und ermuntert worden! Ge- 
horden tir nur dem HErrn; treiben wir fein Werf, wohin er uns 
fendet! Cr wird reichen Gegen befcheren. 


Unjer Tert giwingt uns faft, iiber Mifjion gu reden, und gibt gar 
berfchiedene Gefichtspuntte an die Hand, bon denen aus man die} Thema 
behandeln fann. achdem man in der Cinleitung gezeigt hat, wie das 
Evangelium in Jerujalem, Budda und Samaria ausgebreitet wurde, 
geige man, wie der HErr die Crftlingsfrucdht aus der Heidentwelt einz 
heimft. Cr fondert Philippus aus; auf wunderbare Weife fiihrt er die 
beiden gujammen; er gibt feinen Segen gu feinem Werf. — Oder allz 
gemeiner: Wie der WAufgefahrene fein Werf auf Erden treibt. Cr jendet 
wobhlausgeritjtete Manner aus; er ftellt die LebenSivege der Menjfehen 
in feinen Dienjt (die Der Mijfionare jowobh!l als die der gu Befehrenden) ; 
ex fehenft den Erfolg gu der Arbeit feiner Diener. — Warum wir im 
Cifer fiir die Mijfion nicht nachlajjen follen. Wir haben einen fo gez 
waltigen HErrn; fo macdhtige Mitarbeiter (Cngel, Geijt Gottes); ein fo 
fraftiges Mittel; fo herrlicden Erfolg. — Lehren fiir unjere Miffions- 
arbeit. Wir follen geeiqnete Manner jenden. Wir jollen dem eingelnen 
nacdhgehen. Wir follen un3 an da3 Cbangelium halten. — Pbhilippus 
ein rechter Mijfionar nach Gottes Herzen. Er folgt gehorjam dem 
Willen feines HErrn. Er gebraucht das eingige Mittel. — Warum 
follen wir Negermiffion treiben? Gerade ein Neger wird befonders ge- 
fiibrt. Gerade diefem Neger wird ein befonderer Prediger gefdhictt. © 
Gerade der Neger wird fiir Chriftum gewonnen. (Viele Yuden blieben 
SEju fern.) — Wie der HErr die Seinen fiihrt. 1. Oft wunderbar; 
fotwoh! den Rammerer als den Philippus; 2. doch immer feliglic&h. Der 
Kammerer twird getwonnen, gieht frohlic) feine Strage; Pbhilippus hat 
Die Freude, ihn gu Chrijto gebradt und Gottes Walten um fo beffer 
erfannt 3u haben. Theo. Lat{ ad. 
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Dritter Sonntag nad Trinitatis. 
Quf. 15, 1—7. 


Viele Menfden gehen verloren, weil wir Chrijten berfaumen, 
ihnen gegeniiber unfere Pflict gu tun. Das ijt Tatfacde in begug auf 
die Unglaubigen im allgemeinen. Wir find eben durchfdhnittlich fcblecdhte 
Miffionare. Gang befonders ijt dies aber tahr in begug auf die Wb- 
gefallenen. Wie viele bon diefen fonnten twobhl gerettet werden, wenn 
wir recht um ifr Seelenheil beforgt waren! 


Wie wir uns als Chriften den Wbgefallenen gegeniiber verhalten follter. 


1. Unjtatt fie gu vberabjdeuen oder gar gu haffen, 
follten mir herglides Mitleid mit ihnen haben. 

Das verlorne Sdhaf ijt ein Bild deS unbefehrten Menfdhen im 
allgemeinen, gang befonders aber de$ Wbgefallenen. Cinjt gehirte ¢3 
gur Serde; nun hat eS jich aber in der Wiifte berirrt, B.4. Colder 
gibt e3 bet un3, befonders in volfreichken Gemeinden und Gropjtadten 
febr viele. Man fehe nur die KonfirmationSregijter nah. (Praktifde 
Ausfiihrung nach lofalen Verhaltnijjen.) Manche von diejfen WAbge- 
fallenen fennen twir al3 grobe Lajterfnedhte, andere al3 Spotter, andere 
alS harmlofe, aber leicdhtjertige Menjdhen, die einfach in den Tag hinein 
Yeben, andere als folche, die grundjtiirzende Srrlehren angenommen 
haben, noch andere al3 ehrbare, aber doch unglaubige Menjchen. 

Wie ftellt man fich nun gegen folche AWhgefallenen? Nur gu oft, 
bejonders twenn e3 jich um grobe Gitnder handelt oder um foldhe, die 
der Kirche als ausgefprodjene Feinde entgegentreten, twendet man fid 
mit Whjcheu bon ihnen oder ijt gar mit Hak gegen fie erfiillt. Sn andern 
Fallen ijt man gleicgiiltig gegen fie. Go machten e3 die Pharifaer und 
Sechrifigelehrten. (Man jchildere, wie das in unfern Gemeinden ge- 
fchiebt.) 

Hier follen wir aber bon FEju lernen. Gr hat Mitleid mit folcjen. 
Gerade weil er erfennt, welch ein furchtbares iibel die Giinde und der 
Unglaube ijt, blutet fein Heilandsherz, fooft er cinen unglaubigen Giin- 
der fieht, befonders einen, der bom Glauben abgefallen ijt mie Sudas. 
Er wei ja, DaB der arme Menjch fich felber nicht helfen fann. — Wir 
follten BEju in diefer Hinjicht nadfolgen. (Man geige, was die3 auf 
praftifdem Gebiet bedeutet.) 

2. Unftattifbnen auszumeiden, follten mir ifne 
in Liebe nadgeben. 

Die Pharifaer und Sdrifigelehrten gingen den Siindern aus dem 
Wege, hatten nichts mit ihnen gu fdaffen, fiimmerten fich nicht um fie. 
Gingen fie berloren, fo fet das ihre eigene Schuld. Gie hatten ja doch 
nidts Befferes verdient. — So handeln auch viele Chriften. Wie oft 
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hort man: ,Lakt ihn doch Taufen; an ihm find Hopfen und Malz 
perloren! “ 

Gang anders aber YEfus. Cr verlapt alles andere, geht dem Ver= 
fornen nad und fucht ihn, bi8 er ihn findet. C3 handelt fich eben um 
eine unfterblidje Geele. — Go follen wir e3 auch machen. Nicht einfad 
die Abgefallenen vom RKommunifantenregijter ftreiden und fie dann 
vergefjen, ja ifnen fogar aus dem Wege gehen, jondern ihnen in herg- 
licher Liebe nacdhgehen. %Ulles tun, tas in unjern Kraften ftebht, fie gu 
retten. (eigen, auf tele Weife dies am beften getan werden fann.) 

3. Anjtatt fie jdheel angufehen und FUhl gu bez 
handeln, wenn fie gur Rirde guridfehren, follten 
wir fie mit Freuden und mit Danf gegen Gott will- 
fommen heifen. 

Die Pharifaer und Schriftgelehrten murrten, weil YEfus Siinder 
annabm. Das gefchieht heute noch in der Chrijtenheit. Gibt e3 einen 
Rajtor, der dies noch nicht erfahren hat, wenn e3 ihm durch Gottes 
Gnade gelungen ijt, Whgefallene, befonders grobe Giinder, wieder gu 
Chrijto gu bringen? Wiele Gemeindeglieder wollen folde Leute nicht 
in der Gemeinde haben. (Griinde, die gewshnlid) dafiir angegeben 
twerden.) 

Chrijtus nimmt fie aber mit Freuden auf, V.5. Auch die Heiligen 
Engel freuen fich iiber ihre Rettung vom BVerderben. — Wir follen 
dasfelbe tun, follen unferer Freude auch Wusdrud geben. (Man Zeige, 
wie Dies in einer Gemeinde getan iwerden fann.) 

Smhluhk. Wie oft haben wir uns in diefer Hinjidt verfimbdigt! 
Lakt uns Gott um Vergebung bitten! Durch Gottes Gnade foll e3 
befjer twerbden. E.&. F. 


Vierter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Luf. 6, 36—42. 


Die Vergpredigt ijt Gejesbespredigt, aber Gejebespredigt fonderlid 
fiir Chrijten beftimmt, wie fie als Kinder Gottes auf Erden mandeln 
follen. Cbrijtus hatte V.27—35 gu rechter Nachjtenliebe ermahnt; 
nun folgt eine ahnlide Crmahnung. 


Chrijtti Ermahnung gu redhter Sarmberzigfeit. 
. Er geigt, wie dDiefe Barmbhergigfeit fidh ere 
weifen foll. 
. Er lehrt, was uns gu folder Barmherzigteit 
ermuntern jolt. 
iT 
B. 36. ,Barmberzig” begzeidnet das innige Mitgefiihl mit denv 
Nachften und feiner Not, die innere Teilnahme, das heralide Miitleid,. 
das fich dann auch in Worten und Werfen augert. Der Heiland nennt 
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berfdiedene Stiie. B.38: ,Gebt!“” Barmbergigfeit eriweijt fice in 
rechter LiebeStatigfcit. Chrijten follen geben. Haben fie vicl, dann viel 
geben; haben fie wwenig, dann twenig; aber geben follen fie. €3 ijt 
notig, Dak das unfern Chrijten cingefdarft wird in diefer Beit, two fo 
bicle fic Das Nehmen, das Unterjtittwwerden, angetwdhnt haben, auch two 
e3 nicht nodtig ijt, und wo Chriften e3 gefdebhen lajjen, dak ibre hilfs- 
bediirftigen Mtitchrijten, denen fie gar twohl helfen fonnten, bom Staat 
berjorgt werden. ,,Gebt!“ — BVarmbergigfeit ertveijt fich in der briider- 
lichen Vergebung, BV. 37, dag man dem Nachjten nicht nachtragt, tas er 
unredt getan hat, nicht hartnacig auf jeinem Recht befteht, jondern in 
rechtem Erbarmen vergibt und vergift, fich Dem Nachiten gegenitber aljo 
berhalt, als lage nichts aiwifdjen einem und ifm. Der Varmberzige wird 
Daher auch nit ricften und vberdDammen, B.37, nicht unbarmbergiger- 
tweife iiber de3 Nachiten Gefinnung urteilen, ihm nicht vielleicht gar ohne 
Urjade allerlet fiindliche Betweggriinde unterfdhieben und dann ihn als 
Undrijten anjehen, behandeln, berleumden. Das ware das Splitter- 
ridjten, DaS B. 41.42 befjonders gejtraft wird. Wohl aber wird er nach 
Matth. 18,15; Gal.6,1.2 in britderlicher Licbe auch die Febler des 
Vruders zu befjfern fuchen. Go eriweijt fich wahre Sarmberzgigfeit darin, 
Daf fie jtetS das Leiblice und geijtlice Wohl des Nachjten im luge hat. 
Steht e3 jo bei uns? 


9 
Owe 


Mancherlet Beweggriinde fithrt der Heiland an, BV. 36. C8 ijt fein 
Wille und Befehl. Wer follte da nicht qerne der Barmbherzigfeit nach- 
ftreben, toenn er damit feines Heilandes Willen erfiillt? Cr hat ferner 
herrlide BVerheigfungen gegeben, BV. 37.38, wmahrend Unbarmberzigfeit 
Gottes Strafe nach fich gieht; denn wir werden mit demjelben Map ge- 
mejjen, mit Dem wir mejfen. Gonderlich) durch Richten und Verdammen 
twitrden fir toridt und uns zum Gchaden handeln, uns als blinde 
Blindenleiter offenbaren, die jelber nicht wiffen, was recht ijt, VB. 39, uns 
gu Meijtern aufiverfen, obtwohl wir nur Diinger in der Erfenntnis de3 
Bojen find, felbjtgefallig iiber andere urteilen, B.40; ja als Heuchler 
Dajtehen, B. 41.42. Biemt fich das fiir Chrijten? Gewif nidt; denn 
ihr Vater ijt barmberzig. Cr hat fie nicht gerichtet, nicht verdammt, 
tropdem er reichlich Urjache dDagu gehabt hatte. Cr hat uns vergeben, 
er hat uns gegeben, tut eS bis auf den Heutigen Tag. Cr ijt fo barm- 
herzig, dap er felbjt unjere unvollfommenen Werke iiberaus reichlic) be- 
fohnen will. Gollte das Beijpiel unfers Vaters nicht reigen, ihm in der 
BVarmbherzigfeit nachgueifern? Wor allem follen wir das tun, weil wir 
durch ihn die Kraft dazu befommen haben. Dit er unjer Vater, fo find 
wir feine Kinder, bon ihm gegeugt, twiedergeboren, mit geijtlichem, gitt- 
lidem Leben begabt. Yn feiner Kraft fonnen wir barmberzig fein. 
Wollten wir das nicht, fo witrden wir aufhdren, feine Kinder gu fein. 
Sdhlugmahnung BV. 36. Theo. Latj a. 
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Sinfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Ruf. 5, 1—11. 


Wahrend unjer Tert hauptfacdhlich von der Berufung Petri als 
Menjfchenfifcher handelt, gibt er uns doch auch Winke iiber unfere irdijde 
Berufsarbeit. Diejes Thema ijt jchon viel erdrtert worden. Nach der 
Meinung von Minehen und Nonnen ftehen alle, die fic) mit irdifcher Ve- 
rufsarbeit abgeben, auf einer niedrigeren Stufe als die Leute, die fidh 
davon Zuriicgichen und gang und gar ,,geijtliden” Dingen fich widmen. 

Dap dicfe Stellung unbhaltbar ift, hat der grope Meformator 
D. Luther getwaltig gegeigt. Die Schrifigemabheit feiner Lehre wird 
eine Befprecshung unfers Themas ergeben: 


Wie befennt fic) GE(us gu wunferer irvdifden Berufsarbeit? 

1. SEfus felbft fordert gu diefer Arbeit auf. 

2. €r [egt feinen Gegen daranuf. 

3. Er bedient jidh des Ertrags zur Ausbreitung 

feines Reides. 
nL 

Nadhdem BEfus feine Predigt beendigt hatte, jagte er 3u Simon: 
»wabre auf die Hobe” ujiv., BV.4. Wabhrend jeines Unterrichts hatte 
die Arbeit geruht. Petrus und fjeine Genojfen Hatten andadhtig gu- 
gehirt. Nun fommt die Wufforderung, da fie fic) an die Arbeit begeben. 

Tagliche Berufsarbeit — Chrijtus felber hat fie geheiligt, indem er 
bor feiner odffentlicen Lehrtatigfeit als Zimmermann fic fein taglicd 
Brot erwarb, Marf.6,3. Paulus, der grope Apojtel, hat Hhaufig fid 
feinen Unterhalt mit jeiner Hande Arbeit verdient, 1 Kor. 9, 12.18; 
1 Theff. 2,9. Derjelbe WApojtel verurteilt fcharf die Stellung derer, die 
ibre tagliche Berufsarbeit vernadlajfigen, 2 Theff. 3, 10—12. 

Die Meinung, dak irdijdhe Berufsarbeit etwas Cntiwiirdigendes, 
Erniedrigendes jei, entipringt einer falfden Geiftlicdfeit. Was eine 
Vefhaftigung heilig und Gott wobhlgefallig macht, ijt nicht dad auferlide 
Tun, fondern die Gefinnung, der fie entfpringt, 1 Tim. 4,4.5. Mit 
hodhjter Achtung jollten wir immer bon denen reden, die in der Fureht 
Gottes mit einem Herzen voll Liebe gegen den Nachiten ihrem irdifden 
Beruf nacdhgehen. 

2. 

Wahrend Petrus Chrijto gehorchte, wird er fich doch fchwerlich viel 
von diefem ihm gebotencn Wusiwerfen der Nebe verfprocden haben. C3 
twar Tag, und auerdem follten fie auf der Hohe, das heift, fern bom 
lljer, die Nebe ausiverfen — zivei ungiinftige Umftande. Wie grok war 
fein Erftaunen, als fie fo vicle Fife fingen, dak das Neb’ gerrifR und 
die Schiffe, in Denen man den Fang barg, anfingen gu finfen! Wohl 
nie borher iar trog giinjtiger Umjtande feine Arbeit fo belohnt worden. 
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Auch fonjt hat fic) der HErr zur tagliden Verufsarbeit der Seinen 
dDurd) dDarauf gelegten Gegen befannt. Wan denfe daran, wie Jofeph 
dDurd) treue Arbeit im Hauje Potiphars gu Anfehen fam. C8 ijt dies 
der gdttliden Verheihung gemap; val. Pj.128,2. Der Grundfag 
Gal. 6, 7b ijt allgemein und berfiindigt Gottes Weltordnung. Val. 
Spr. 12, 11. 

Much Heute wird died durch die Erfahrung bejtatigt. Wo Chrijten 
treu ihrer Verufsarbeit nachgehen, fehlt es nicht an Gottes Segen. Dak 
e3 infolge der Giinde viel Leiden gibt, ijt allerding$ auch ahr, wider- 
fpricjt aber nicht dem Hier Vetonten. 


3. 


Sndem Chriftus dem BVolfe predigt, jtellt er fic) nicht auf das 
Wafer, wie er e3 ja qut hatte tun finnen (vgl. Matth. 14, 25), fondern 
ex braucht das Schiff des Petrus als jeine Rangel. Er benubt alfo das, 
twas fich Petrus ertworben hat, um fein Reich auszubreiten. Freilich 
geigt ja die einfache Tatjache, daR Gott eine getwiffe Gache fiir feine 
Bwede gebraucht, noch nicht, daR er die Sache gutheipt; denn er nimmt 
auch) da3 Boje in feinen Dienjt und lagt Gutes daraus entitehen. Val. 
1 Moj.50,20. Aber der Umijtand, dak Gott eine von ihm befohlene 
Handlung nun auch da3 ihm Wobhlgefallige unterjtiiben lagt, hilft uns 
in der Crfenntni3, dak wir jene Handlung nicht unterlaffen diirfen. 
Wir werden daran erinnert, dak Chrijtus iberhaupt fein Meich durch die 
Mittel baut, die wir ihm als Ertrag unferer irdijden Berufsarbeit darz 
bringen. Yach Luf. 8, 1—3 wurden er und die Apojtel menigitens teil- 
toeife erhalten durch das, was fromme bermdgende Frauen darreidten. 
Paulus befam feinen Unterhalt gum Teil durch die Mittel, die ihm die 
Philipper zur Verfiigung jtellten, PHil.4,14—18. Die Prediger des 
Cvangeliums follen nach apojtolijdher Weijung fo geftellt fein, dak fie 
ihre ganze Zeit dem Cvangelium twidmen fonnen, 1 Kor. 9,14. Go joll 
Das Leibliche dem Geijtlichen dienen, 1 Ror. 9,11. 

SEfus fonnte, um fein Reich zu bauen, goldene Verge fchaffen. Cr 
fonnte feine Prediger und Mifjionare durch) Wunder erhalten. Cr 
fonnte die Predigt durch Engel erjchallen laffen. Anftatt deffen ge- 
braudt er den Crtrag der taglichen Berufsarbeit der Seinen, um das 
fojtlide Cvangelium in alle Welt hinauszubringen. Wenn wir dies 
mit dem vorhin Gehdrten verbinden, mu e3 uns flar fein, dak wir die 
Verridtung diejer Arbeit als heilige Pflicht angufehen haben. 

Sreilid darf der Chrijt nie fo dem Yrdifden nachitreben, dak er 
Dariiber das Himmilijde vergift und verliert, V.11. Dak e8 etwas 
Hiheres gibt als Fifdhe fangen und verfaufen, al3 Arbeit und Brot- 
eriverb, geht herbor aus unferm Cbvangelium felbjt. Das Widhtigite ift, 
Dak jemand gefangen twird fiir Chrifti Reich, um darin ein Biirger zu 
fein. ei all unjerer Berufsarbeit follte uns immer die doppelte Frage 
borfdiweben: Haben wir uns vollig durch wahren Glauben in das Neb, 
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das heift, in die Gemeinfdaft unfers Heilandes, begeben, und itben wir 
nun einen Dienjt aus, der nicht ettva nur in geivifjen auperliden foge- 
nannten geiftliden Verricdtungen befteht, fondern aus aufrichtiger iebe 
gu im und unfern Mitmenfden flieRt? W. Wendt. 


Sedjfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Matth. 5, 20—26. 


Grogpe Geringfdabung de3 menjcliden Lebens in unferer Beit, 
bejonder$ in unferm Lande. DJabhrlich werden beinahe 35,000 Menfden 
in unferm Lande durdh3 Automobil umgebradht. Mehr Mord und Tot- 
flag in unjerm Lande als in andern Landern. Faft jede taglice 
Zeitung beridtet bon mehreren Mordtaten. Beitungen berichten, wie 
Neute bereit find, fiir eine geringe Gumme einen Mitmenfaen umguz 
bringen. 

Nicht nur wird das menjehliche Leben geringgefdabt, fondern auch 
gerade da3 Gebot, das Menfdenleben befchitben foll, das fiinfte Gebot. 
Auch heute noch, wie gu YECfu Beit, meinen viele, fie hielten dies Gebot, 
folange fie niemandem das Leben nehmen. Gelbjt viele Chrijten ver- 
ftehen diejeS Gebot fceinbar noch nicht recht. Heute noch jo nodtig wie 
friiher fiir unfere Chrijten, fiir alle Menjchen, die innere, tiefere, geift- 
lide Bedeutung de3 fiinften Gebots gu erforjdjen, angunehmen und 


Danad zu handeln. Darum wollen wir heute betrachten 


De3 Heilandes CErflirung ded fiinften Gebots. 


1. Bie man fidh gegen diefes Gebot verfiindigen 
fann; 
2. wie man Ddiefes Gebot halten foll. 


1. 


a. Rontert: Bergpredigt. Bergpredigt Summa der Lehren de3 
Heilandes in begug aufs Gejeb. Fangt an mit Seligpreijungen. Beigt 
Dann BV. 183—16, twas er bon feinen Giingern hier in der Welt ertwartet. 
Erflart dann BV. 17—33 das mofaijdhe Gefeb. Bu diefem lebteren Teil 
gehort der heutige Lert. YEjus hatte erflart, dak das Gefeb Mofis 
noch immer zu Recht bejtehe, und dann fagt er: B. 20. 

b. Chrijtus redet hier von der Gerechtigfeit der PHarifaer und der 
Shriftgelehrten. Wer twaren denn diefe Leute? Sehriftgelehrte warew 
Die Leute, die Das Gefeb am bejten fannten und Lehrer des Gefebes 
twaren. Bharifaer waren die Leute, die nach) der Meinung de3 Volks 
das Gefeb am bejten erfiillten. Das Volf dachte jogar, dak diefe beiden 
Volfsgruppen das Gefeb fo twobhl hielten, dagB e$ gar nicht ertwartet 
twerden finne, dDaB das gemeine Bolf dasfelbe Biel erreide. Unerz 
twarteteS Urteil de3 Heilandes: ,,€S fet denn eure Geredhtigfeit” uftw. 

34 
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Diefe Leute fonnten mit ihrer dugeren Geredhtigfeit das Bolt taufden, 
aber nicht den allwijfenden Oeiland, Matth.23. Um nun dem Volf gu 
geigen, Daf das Gejebk viel mehr fordere, als die hochgeachteten Pharijacr 
und Schrifigelehrten faljchlicertweije lehrten, erflarte der Heiland ctlicde 
Gebote bejonders, in unjerm Tert das fiinfte Gebot. 

ce. Tert, B. 21. Das Gefeb war nichts Neues. Gott hat cs ja 
allen Menjden ins Herz gefchrieben und durch Mofes gegeben vor 
mehr al8 1,500 Sabren, 2 Moj. 20. Die Yuden fannten e¢3 alfo 
alle. €8 hatte Geltung nicht nur fiir die Beit des Alten Tejta- 
ment3, jondern aud fiir das Beitalter BCju; ja e3 geht ancy 
uns an. Manche wollen died nicht zugejtehen. Behaupten, die Behn 
Gebote feien VolfSgefeke, die man andern fonne, wenn Verhaliniffe fics 
anbderten. Faljcde Meinung. Geradefo faljch aber auch die Meinung, 
Dag nur der, twelcher tatfadhlic einen Mord begehe, de3 menjdliden Ge- 
richts fdhuldig jet und beftraft werden jollte. Biele denfen noch heute fo. 
Vielen mup e3 auch heute noch eingefcharft werden, dak das Gefes 
geijtlid) ijt, Rom. 7,14, dak e3 auch die fiindliden Regungen des Herz 
zens, Zorn, Hab, Rachjucht ujw., verbietct. 

d. Tert, VB. 22. BEfus zeigt, wie der Menjch mit feinem Hergen 
(Zorn und Sak) und mit der Bunge titen fann. BWeides find Tod- 
finden, ebenjo wie Mord und Totfdlag. Gerechter Zorn (Nojes, als 
er bon Sinai herabfam und da8 Goldene Kalb jah): Chrijtus im Tempel 
bei Den KRaufern und Verfaufern. Hier bon Zorn ohne rechte lrface, 
Zorn ohne guten Endgiwed die Rede, Jaf. 1,20. Colch ein Mord des 
Herzens ijt auch jtrafiwiirdig vor Gott (,,der ijt de3 Gericdhts fchuldig’). 
Val. Kj.37,8; Spr. 16, 32. 

e. ZBungenmord geradefo fdjlimm. AWuch Verfiindigungen gegen 
das fiinfte Gebot. Tert, B.22b. Racha”, Schmabhiwort, fo viel wie 
»Ridtsiwiirdiger, Taugenidhts“. ,Marr” ijt ein noch jtarferer Wu3- 
dDrud. Bn der Schrift (Spr. 3,35) wird das Wort Narr Hjter3 ge- 
braudt, um nicht nur einen unberjtandigen Menfden su begeichnen, 
fondern geradegu cinen gottlofen Bofewicdht. CSolche Wusdriicfe fonnen 
recht gebraucht werden. SCjus felber hat c3 gqetan, Quf. 24,25. Wher 
twenn jolche Wusdritce im Zorn gebraucht werden, tenn man Mitmen- 
fen damit jhaden will, dann find fie nichts anderes als Bungenmord. 
Verdient jcdhivere Strajfe. Leute, die fich fo vergehen, find des Rats (der 
Hobe Rat der Yuden gemeint) jchuldig, ja fogar de3 Hollijden Feuers. 
Der Heiland nimmt e3 nicht leicht mit diefen Sinden gegen das fiinfte 
Gebot. 

Anwendung. Wicviel wird nicht heute gegen dad fiinfte Gebot 
gefiindigt! Zorn, Hag, Befshimpfung de3 Nachjten, Totfdlagen mit der 
Zunge — in der Familie und Veriwandtidaft, im Gefdhaft, in der 
Politif, in Kirde und Gemeinde! Wer fich ernjtlic& priift im Lichte de3 
gottliden Gefebes, erfennt dies und -bittet: ,,Gott, fei mir GSiimder 
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gnadig!” Diefe Sinden gefahrlid. Werden von vielen geringgejdast. 
Soliewen aber vom Himmelreidh aus. Befonder3 heimlider Ha ijt 
gefabrlidh, weil Dann niemand einen folden warnt und ermagnt. Crnjt- 
liche Ermahnung folder, die gum Zorn, Hak, ja gur Unverjohnlichfeit 
geneigt find. 

2. 

a. SGfus erflart nicht nur, wie man fich gegen das fiinfte Gebot 
berfiindigt, fondern auch, wie man Ddiefes Gebot halten foll. Luther 
folgt Dem Beifpiel de3 Heilandes in feiner Crflarung de3 fiinften Ge- 
bote3. Sm Tert (BV. 23) tweijt der Heiland auf einen befonderen Fall 
hin. Die Buden brachten viele Opfer, 3 Mof.1,2. Wenn bet einer 
folden Gelegenbheit nun jemand daran dadhte, dak er fich gegen feinen 
Bruder verjiindigt hatte, tas follte er dann tun? Der erjte Gedanfe 
ware vielleicht, mit bem Opfer zu eifen und dann gum Machjten zu gehen. 
SEjus gibt eine andere Antweijung: erjt Verfohnung, dann Opfer. 
Warum ? 

b. Ohne Verjshnung mit dem Nachjten fehlieBt man fich eigentlicd 
bon dem rechten Gottesdienjt aus. Gott will feine Gebete und feine 
Opjer bon folcjen, die in Born und Streit leben mit ihrem Nachjten, 
1 Tim. 2,8; Sef.1,15. Doch darf dies nicht als Entichuldigung dafiir 
gelten, DaB man die Gottesdienjte verfaumt und nicht zum Wbendmabhl 
geht. Gine Siinde entfduldigt nicht cine giweite Giinde. Die Giinde 
mug abgetan twerden. 

ce. Wenn wir uns nicht verfohnen, jtehen wir in groper Gefabhr. 
Der Unverfohnlide verfallt dem Gericht Gottes, der etwigen Pein, 
Matth. 18,35; Vuf. 12,58. Darum fordert der Heiland auf zur Ver- 
fohnlichfeit. DMtan foll jelber jchnell feine Sache in Ordnung bringen. 
Nicht marten auf andere Leute. 

d. Wie jteht eS bet dir in diefer Sache? Wie jteht e3 in deiner 
gamilie? ft das Verhaltnis siwijchen Cheleuten recht? Wie jteht es 
in Deiner Verivandtichaft? Sft da viel Streit und Zanf, oder herrjcht 
Da Liebe, Friede, Verjohnlidfeit? Wie fteht es in der Gemeinde? Sind 
Da Parteien, dic Das Gemeindeleben jtdren, oder leben alle friedlich bei- 
jammen twie Britder? Mangel an Verfohnlichfeit groper ibelftand in 
mander Gemeinde. Wenn der Geift der Verjohnlichfeit in der Gemeinde 
herrfdt, dann fann die Gemeinde viel mehr ausridten als im anbdern 
salle. Lagkt uns darum der Aniweifung des Heilandes folgen im Yuz 
tereffe unfers eigenen irdifden Gliicés, gur AWbwendung vieler Not, Tritb- 
fal und Strafe in diefem Leben, zu unjerm Geelenheil und unferer Mit= 
menfden Seelenheil! . &. &. Rode. 
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The Common Service and the “Kyrie.” 

It is one of the strangest phenomena in the history of liturgies that 
the beautiful order of service for the morning worship, properly called 
the Holy Communion, is so frequently abbreviated and mutilated. In spite 
of the fact that the service was explained in a series of articles in the 
Lutheran Witness a few decades and again a few years ago, and in spite 
of the fact that we have detailed explanations of the sequence and the 
significance of the several parts which make up this beautiful unit of art 
(the book by Cooper and others, The Common Service, also Kretzmann, 
Christian Art), a good many pastors persist in foisting inferior con- 
glomerations upon their people. One of the greatest sufferers in the 
several sections of the service is the Kyrie, which some liturgists continue 
to regard as a cry for forgiveness. But a glance at various passages of 
the Bible will show that the cry is used chiefly as a plea for help in the 
sufferings which are the consequence of sin, not: primarily as a ery for 
grace. See Matt.9,27; 15,22; Mark 10, 47.48; Luke 18,39; Matt. 17,15; 
Luke 16,24; 17,13. The idea of the Kyrie is that the believer, having re- 
ceived the assurance of the forgiveness of his sins, becomes importunate 
and also begs the Lord to alleviate or eliminate the sufferings which are the 
result of sin. If the wide-spread divergence in the use of home-made orders 
of service continues, a later age will have reason to apply the name “period 
of liturgical confusion” to our present age. P. E. K. 


The Easter Sequence “Victimae Paschali.” 

This beautiful sequence (Kehrein, Sequentiae Latinae, 81; Wacker- 
nagel, Das deutsche Kirchenlied, I, 130; Concorpia THEOL. MONTHLY, 
II, 265), concerning whose authorship Julian still expressed doubts, has 
again been ascribed to Wipo the Burgundian (first half of the eleventh 
century). In an article in the American Church Monthly for April, 1935, 
William P. Sears, Jr., of New York University, definitely makes this state- 
ment: Wipo was a contemporary of such poets as Fulbert of Chartres, 
St. Peter Damian, and St. Anselm. “The Victimae Paschali,” writes 
Mr. Sears, “is rhythmic rather than metrical in form. It is dramatic in 
character and, in the early days, was connected with the Easter dramas 
that were performed in the Church as part of the worship of the joyous 
season and as early as the thirteenth century became a portion of the 
Officium Sepulcri.” Luther made this sequence the basis of one of his 
beautiful hymns, “Christ lag in Todesbanden.” P. E. K. 


Records of the Busy Pastor. 

From a recent conference paper, which stressed the need of keeping 
careful and faithful records, especially in the case of pastors of large 
parishes, we select the following items as being worthy of study. 

A faithful, conscientious pastor should have — 

1. A complete register of all families and of all individual members 
of his parish. 
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2. An exact register of communicants, which at one glance will show 
the frequency of communions and the participation of the individual. 

3. A complete register of souls, which should certainly include all bap- 
tized members of the parish and may also have a special section devoted 
to children attending the Sunday-school who are not yet baptized, also to 
mission prospects with whom work is being done. 

4, Lists of all the members of the Sunday-school, of the parish-school, 
of the Saturday-school, of the summer-school, ete. 

5. Lists of the membership of all organizations under the auspices of 
the congregation. 

6. A record of all visits, whether these were pastoral visits, sick-calls, 
or mission-calls. 

7. A register of all sermons and addresses, with text, time, and other 
notes. 

8. A record of all official acts performed in his capacity as pastor (bap- 
tisms, confirmations, marriages, funerals, etc.). 

In addition, many pastors have found it advisable and valuable to 
keep a record of the attendance at all services, of all activities which 
take place under the auspices of the various church organizations and 
which properly come under his supervision, alse a file for the summaries 
of all meetings that are held under the auspices of the congregation. This 
can be done with a fair degree of ease if the secretaries of all societies 
are furnished with large cards prepared for that purpose and are in- 
structed to send in the gist of the transactions within a day or two after 
meetings are held (the various young people’s societies, guilds, ladies’ aids, 
men’s clubs, ete.). Since the pastor will not be present at all the meetings 
and yet carries the final responsibility, an arrangement of this type has 
proved very valuable. P. E.K. 


The Swan Song of the “Theological Magazine.” 


From the final issue of the Theological Magazine of the Evangelical 
Synod of North America we glean the following statements. In an article 
entitled Der Bekenntnisparagraph der neuen Kirche, by Dr. G. Fr. Schuetze, 
we are told: “Wir nehmen nicht den Standpunkt eines Flacius oder Ams- 
dorf ein, sondern vielmehr den Melanchthons. ... Wenn wir die histori- 
schen Bekenntnisse der beiden Kirchen als Lehrgrundlage anerkennen und 
annehmen, so hat das ja einen gewissen negativen, begrenzenden Wert, 
indem es alle antireformatorischen und ultrareformatorischen Lehren aus- 
schliesst. Aber wir geraten aus der Scylla in die Charybdis, da sich viele 
der historischen Bekenntnisse kontradiktorisch gegenueberstehen. ... Eine 
Verpflichtung auf alle historischen Bekenntnisse ist ohne — sit venia verbo 
—theologische Akrobatenkunststueckchen unmoeglich. Zudem wolle man | 
bedenken, dass viele der Bekenntnisse eben weiter nichts sind als histo- 
rische Dokumente, die aber heute keine praktische Bedeutung mehr haben. 

. Unsere Zeit ist, wenn man so sagen darf, bekenntnismuede.” Here 
surely are many self-accusations. In the editorials we find the following 
statements: “We believe in Bible criticism, in progressive revelation, in 
new viewpoints, and in the union of kindred denominations and the liberal 
interpretation of their confessions. ... The Lutherans of the stricter type 
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still believe in the literal inspiration of the Bible. Everything that is in 
the Old or New Testament (sic!) is to be understood just as it reads. 
Jonah was actually in the belly of the whale three days and three nights, 
and the prophet spent that time in prayer and meditation. Joshua said 
in the sight of Israel, ‘Sun, stand thou still upon Gibeon; and thou, Moon, 
in the valley of Ajalon!’ And the sun hasted not to go down about a whole 
day. To understand this as a literal, bare fact strains belief, but the Lu- 
therans take reason captive and let faith triumph. Such an attitude in 
the twentieth century is doubtless a handicap in a number of ways. Still 
an uncompromising spirit has its great compensations, and the Lutherans 
have grown and prospered beyond anything that either the Evangelicals 
or the Reformed can boast of. Nevertheless, for us it is impossible to apply 
the methods of criticism to all other literature and traditions and refuse 
to do it in the case of the Bible. ... In our childhood — perhaps much 
later — we read the story of the temptation (Gen. 3) and took it in a literal 
sense. It was a real serpent and a real apple [?]-tree. We wondered how 
a serpent could speak; but then we were used to animals speaking from 
the fables of the child world.” There is much more of the same kind. And 
we wonder how a man who still desires to be known as a Bible theologian 
can write thus. P. ELK. 


Stammt der Menjd) von einem affenahnliden Gejdhopf ab? 


Sn ,Forfdhungen und Fort{chritte’ vom 1. Marg 1935 fehreibt Prof. 
Dr. Max Wejtenhofer-Berlin: ,,.Meine in den lebten vbierzehn Yahren an- 
geftellten vergleidend-morphologifden Unterfuchungen der widtigiten Rorper- 
gegenden der Wirbeltiere, befonders Der Saugetiere, und deS Menjfdjen, die 
ic) foeben mit der Unterfuchung itber die Formbildung von Gebhirn und 
Schade! abgefchloffen habe, haben immer mehr triftige Unterlagen fiir die 
Unhaltbarfeit der Darwin-Haedelfdhen Theorie der 
AhHjtammung des Menfamenvom Affen beigebradht. Ym Gegen-z 
fab gu diefer Theorie habe ich zeigen fonnen, dak der Menjch in der Mehr- 
zagl feiner forperlicden Merfmale, 3.8. Hand, Fup, VBecfen, Wirbeljmule, 
Schadel, Gehirnanlage und einigen inneren Organen, primitiv geblieben ift 
und in gerader, eigener Linie auf den allgemeinen Grundtypus der Sauge- 
tiere, aber nicht auf irgendeine beftimmte Tierform, insbejondere nicht auf 
die Wffen, guriicégefiihrt werden fann. ... Go haben wir ein Vierfades, 
toas die Menfdiwerdung, die Trennung de3 Menjfehen vom Lier, bedingte: 
1. da8 aftive Wufrichten de$ Korpers, 2. die fofortige villige Befreiung der 
Hand, 3. den Ertwerb der Sprache und 4. das Bewahren einer findliden 
bildjamen Gehirnform.... Wuf Grund feines Sprach- und Denfvermigen3 
und Werkzeuggebraucdh$ und der damit gujammenhangenden Schipfung der 
Kultur .. . unterfcheidet er fich grundjablich bon allen Tieren, fo dak man 
ifm eine Gonder flajje: Menfoa, gubilligen mup. Auch aus der 
Reihe der Primaten ijt er gu entfernen; er ijt getvijjermagen das W und O 
Der Saugetiertvelt.“ Wir brauchen eine derartige Beftatigung nicht, um 
die Wahrheit der Schrift gu beweifen — und der Verfafjer glaubt nicht an 
den biblijchen Schopfungsberidt —, aber eS ijt interefjant, zu erfahren, 
DaB eine niidjterne Unterjuchung gleicdhjam gur Veftatigung de3 Schopfungs- 
bericht3 dienen mug. %. E.R. 
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I. Amerika. 


Let Us Get Together on the Doctrine of Verbal Inspiration. — 
The Pastor’s Monthly of May, 1935, carries an article on “Verbal Inspira- 
tion” by John Ohlinger Lang, from which we quote the following: — 

“In a review of Dr. John Theodore Mueller’s recently published work 
Christian Dogmatics the reviewer in the Lutheran Church Quarterly had 
the following to say: ‘Naturally the material is shaped into the form of 
the traditional presentation of the Missouri Synod’s well-known doctrinal 
position. Underlying it is not only the generic Protestant doctrine of the 
Holy Scriptures as the only rule of faith and practise, but the Missouri 
doctrine of verbal inspiration.’ (Lutheran Church Quarterly, January, 
1935, p. 83.) Toward the close of the review appears also the following: 
‘What lends particular interest to the new book on Christian theology 
is not so much restatements of the great tracts of fundamental Christian 
teaching on which Christians are generally, and have for long been, agreed, 
but its differentiae. The book under review largely derives its differen- 
tiating features and conclusions from its underlying doctrine of the Scrip- 
tures as requiring for their proper interpretation the theory of verbal 
inspiration, a theory of which the author acknowledges: “In Germany 
there is at the present time hardly an outstanding university professor 
who upholds the doctrine of verbal inspiration.”’ (Ibid., p.84.) What is 
this reviewer really saying here? He is setting forth as the unique feature 
of Dr. Mueller’s Dogmatics the fact that it upholds verbal inspiration, and 
this verbal inspiration is called ‘the Missouri doctrine.’ ... What is this 
‘Missouri doctrine’ to which the reviewer evidently objects? He gives 
a quotation from Dr. Mueller in which it is stated: “The inspiration is 
not simply inspiration of thoughts nor inspiration of persons, but verbal 
inspiration, i.e., an inspiration by which the Holy Ghost inbreathed the 
very words which the holy penmen were to write.’ (L.c., p. 83.) Is this 
idea of a verbal inspiration as stated by Dr. Mueller only a ‘Missouri doc- 
trine’? Can Lutherans outside of the Missouri Synod really find any fault 
with it? Is it not the clear statement of the generally accepted doctrine 
among Lutherans of America, even though perhaps in Germany to-day there 
is hardly a university professor of rank who adheres to it? Is it not in 
full accord with the usual phrase found in practically every Lutheran 
dogmatices book, namely, the suggestio rerum et verborum? ‘The fact is 
that the doctrine of verbal inspiration is not only Missourian; it is Lu- 
theran, Christian, and Biblical. But such a statement demands proof, and 
that is what this essay has set out to furnish. ... Not only the Missouri ° 
Synod, but likewise the American Lutheran Church accepts the doctrine 
of verbal inspiration. Dr. R.C.H. Lenski emphatically upholds the doc- 
trine in his Dogmatic Notes, which form the basis for his courses in dog- 
matics at the Columbus Seminary. Dr. Lenski states that ‘verbal in- 
spiration, then, is simply this, that the divine act, moving, enlightening, 
controlling, and governing the holy writers, extended to the words which 
they used, so that only those words were chosen which God wanted for the 
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conveyance of the thought.’ (Dogmatic Notes, pp. 15.16.) The Doctor 

further argues: ‘If the words are not inspired, then there is a vast element 
uninspired; for no thought can be expressed in anything but words, and 
the entire Bible consists of words.’ ‘Moreover, if the thought is said to 
be inspired and not the words, we can never be certain even as to the 
thoughts at any point; for it often turns on a single word and comes 
to us wholly in words.’ (Z.c., p.15.) ... In his New Gospel Selections 
Dr. Lenski says in connection with Matt. 10,20: ‘Thought and word are 
always combined. There is no inspiration except verbal inspiration.’ 
(P. 643.) (See also the sermon on this text, p.652.) ... 

“Dr. Lenski’s defense of verbal inspiration has also come to the atten- 
tion of the Lutheran Church Quarterly; for in a review of his recently 
published Interpretation of St. John’s Gospel, which appeared in the 
October, 1932, issue of that publication, he is taken to task for it in a man- 
ner much similar to the fashion in which Dr. Mueller is taken to task in 
the January, 1935, issue. The reviewer says: ‘While the author would 
count his verbal-inspiration theory the bulwark of his treatment, as a mat- 
ter of fact it is its straitjacket. He sometimes misses the woods while 
counting the trees.’ (Oct., 1932, p.441.) ... A paper entitled ‘The Bible 
as the Inerrant Word of God’ was presented by Rev. J. W.Schillinger at 
the 1928 convention of the Northern District of the Joint Synod of Ohio, 
and this paper was printed in the official minutes. In this paper Rev. 
Schillinger says: ‘Inspiration means that the Holy Ghost impelled the 
prophets and apostles to write, showed them the truths which they should 
write, gave them the exact words in which they should clothe these truths, 
and guided them in writing, so that they recorded these words with in- 
fallible accuracy.’ (Minutes of Northern District, 1928, pp. 34.35.) . . 

“In the Dogmatics Notes of Dr. M. Reu of Wartburg Seminary we read 
the following: ‘Moreover, the Spirit supplied the writer with the word 
that exactly corresponded to the subject-matter and precisely conveyed its 
meaning. This is required by the formulae of citation, “Thus saith the 
Lord,” “The Holy Spirit saith”; also by the fact that we would have no 
assurance that the divine message has been correctly and completely set 
forth; likewise Paul’s habit of drawing important deductions from the 
literal wording of the Old Testament quotations (e. g., Gal. 3,16) and espe- 
cially by 1 Cor.2,13.’ (Reu, Dogmatics Notes; translated by J. Boden- 
sieck, p. 295.) ... 

“The best and most complete work on verbal inspiration in the 
English language is the one by Jacob Aall Ottesen Stub of the Norwegians, 
Verbal Inspiration. ... Dr.Stub states (p.27) that ‘to-day almost the 

entire Lutheran Church of America holds to this belief. The Synodical 
Conference in particular (German and English) and the Norwegian Lu- 
therans are here in accord. The Norwegian Synod has stood as an un- 
wavering champion of this doctrine.’ From this it is quite evident that 
verbal inspiration is not simply a ‘Missouri doctrine,’ but that on this 
point the Norwegians are in full accord with the Missourians. In the 
conclusion of his book Dr. Stub says: ‘We maintain that the Bible be- 
comes dearer, the more we become convinced that it is from God. It is 
the epistle from the Beloved One, and the more we realize that its con- 
tents, words as well as thoughts, are from Him who so loved the world 
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that He gave His only-begotten Son and spared Him not, the more precious 
it becomes.’ (L.c., p. 107.) ... 

“Are there still any voices in the United Lutheran Church which rise 
to the defense of verbal inspiration? Indeed there are. A very distinct 
voice comes from the theological seminary of the United Lutheran Church 
in Waterloo, Ont., Can. In 1933 Dr. C.H. Little, professor of Systematic 
Theology at that seminary, published a book entitled Disputed Doctrines, 
and in this book he devotes about a dozen pages to the subject of inspira- 
tion. Dr. Little has the following to say (p. 19): ‘Inspiration is the activity 
of the Holy Spirit by which He put into the hearts and minds of chosen 
men the impulse to write and so controlled and directed them that they 
produced in a real and verbal sense a correct and inerrant record of 
God’s revelation to men.’ A little farther on appears the following: ‘If the 
inspiration of the writers was of such a nature that the Holy Spirit merely 
suggested to them vague thoughts, which they put into words as best they 
could, we would always be in doubt whether they were successful in find- 
ing the right words with which to clothe their inspired thought.’ Such 
clear testimony from a theologian of the United Lutheran Church is in- 
deed refreshing.” (The next sections quote “conservative Reformed theo- 
logians” and “theologians of Germany.” Then follows a section on “The 
Lutheran Dogmaticians” and one on ‘Luther and the Confessions,” from 
which we quote the following: ) 

“If we go back to the Lutheran dogmaticians, we find that they are 
unanimous in upholding verbal inspiration. Baier says: ‘Divine inspira- 
tion was that agency by which God supernaturally communicated to the 
intellect of those who wrote not only the correct conception of all that 
was to be written, but also the conception of the words themselves and 
of everything by which they were to be expressed and by which He also 
instigated their will to the act of writing.’ (Schmid, Doctrinal Theology, 
p. 39.) ... Professor Rohnert, in 1890, prepared a monograph, to which 
he gave the title Was lehrt Luther von der Inspiration der Heiligen 
Schrift? in which he shows that Luther must have believed in verbal in- 
spiration. ... With reference to the Confessions we ought to note that 
[in them] the Scriptures are spoken of as being ‘of the Holy Ghost,’ and the 
treatment of these Scriptures shows that they are regarded as in a verbal 
sense the product of ‘the Holy Ghost.’ In the Augsburg Confession, 
Article XXVIII, paragraph 49, we read: ‘If bishops have the right to 
burden churches with infinite traditions and to ensnare consciences, why 
does Scripture so often prohibit to make, and to listen to, traditions? 
Why does it call them “doctrines of devils’? 1 Tim.4,1. Did the Holy 
Ghost in vain forewarn of these things?’ (Jacobs, Book of Concord, 
pp. 64.65.) In the Apology we read in the introduction: ‘You have now 
therefore, reader, our apology; from which you will understand not only 
what the adversaries have judged (for we have reported this in good faith), 
but also that they have condemned several articles contrary to the manifest 
Scripture of the Holy Ghost.’ (Ibid., p. 74.) In Article XXIV of the 
Apology, for instance, an argument is based on a certain word which 
St. Paul used for ‘sin.’ In what other sense, then, could the Confessions 
understand ‘the Scriptures of the Holy Ghost’ except in a verbal sense? 
(Klotsche, Outline of the History of Doctrines, p. 32.)” (Section VIII 
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gives the teaching of “the Fathers” and Section IX the teaching of “the 
Scriptures.” The last section deals with the objections raised against the 
Scripture doctrine of verbal inspiration. We quote only the following: ) 

**. . . We have now reserved our most important antithetical considera- 
tion for last. It deals with the ‘theory’ of verbal inspiration, and we boldly 
assert that we accept no ‘theory’ of verbal inspiration, but rather the ‘fact’ 
of verbal inspiration. When we speak of a theory of verbal inspiration, 
we speak of something which may not be true, and we are endeavoring to 
explain just how it took place, and the ‘how’ the Church has never at- 
tempted to describe because the Bible does not describe it. Inspiration 
belongs to the sphere of the miraculous, and there is no counterpart to it 
anywhere. However, when we state our doctrine of verbal inspiration, we 
are stating the fact which the Scriptures present, namely, that God so 
directed and controlled the holy writers that they wrote what He wanted 
them to write and in the form in which He wanted it written. This is 
no ‘theory.’” .. 

(The concluding paragraph of this fine article reads: ) 

“There is no doctrine of inspiration except the verbal. We agree with 
Dr. Mueller that ‘all those who deny the verbal inspiration of the Bible 
and substitute for it “personal inspiration” or “thought inspiration” deny 
the Scriptural doctrine of inspiration altogether and are compelled to teach 
in its place a mere “illumination,” which is common to all believers.’ 
(Mueller, op. cit., pp. 101.102.) If there are any misgivings concerning 
the doctrine of verbal inspiration in certain quarters of the United Lu- 
theran Church or if the opinion prevails that it is a mere ‘Missouri doc- 
trine,’ surely this is a serious matter and a great hindrance toward closer 
fellowship. This point surely must be included in the things to be ‘ironed 
out’ before we of the American Lutheran Church or the American Lu- 
theran Conference can with a clear conscience declare pulpit- and altar- 
fellowship, because the Lutheran, Christian, and Biblical doctrine of the 
Scriptures is the doctrine of verbal inspiration.” 

(The editor of the Pastor’s Monthly, Prof. J. A. Dell, agrees with Pas- 
tor Lang. He writes: ) 

“Our main article this month brings to the attention of the Lutherans 
of America something which should be looked into. Do we believe in the 
verbal inspiration of the Scriptures, or do we not? Apparently we do, by 
a very large majority. But if there are any who do not, it is a kindness 
on our part to point out that this is a hindrance to the closer relations 
we are aiming to achieve.” 

In its April issue the Lutheran Church Quarterly launches a violent 
attack against the doctrine of verbal inspiration. The first section of an 
article by John Aberly, Gettysburg, on “The Bible the Word of God” is 
headed “Weakness of the Theory of Verbal Inspiration.” We quote a few 
sentences: “What is meant when we call the Bible the Word of God? 
In times past and for not a few now the answer is a very simple one. The 
very words of Scripture are the Word of God. The Bible and the Word 
of God are one and the same. Should one question that they may thus 
be equated, he may be sharply rebuked or be pronounced guilty of equivo- 
cation; for they are either that or are not, and there is no middle 
ground.... May I here throw off reserve and state how I, in the calling 
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to which the greater part of my life has been given, have been compelled 
to revise my own approach to the Bible? It was both my duty and an 
exalted privilege to try to proclaim and bear witness to the truths taught 
in the Bible before men who professed loyalty to other sacred writings. ... 
I found I could not meet these by falling back on my claim that this Bible 
was the literal Word of God by quoting passages of Scripture that are 
supposed to support this view. I found that other faiths make even 
stronger claims for their own sacred writings. The Hindu Vedas, for 
instance, claim that that portion of their scriptures which they call Sruti 
(that which is heard, or revelation par excellence) was the very utterance 
of God Himself.... It compels one to do what Dr. E. Stanley. Jones found 
himself compelled to do, to shorten his lines of defense. He states that, 
when he went to India, he felt called on to defend the Bible from Genesis 
to Revelation; but he soon found it necessary to retire into the citadel 
and limit himself to Jesus Christ and Him crucified. ... One wonders 
whether we are not compelled to shorten our defenses by the needs at 
home as well as abroad. When one reads articles by a distinguished teacher 
of history,—I refer to Harry Elmer Barnes,—in which he gives as the 
obstacles in his way of believing in the God of the Bible the fact that he 
cannot believe in a God who would sanction the cruelties recorded in some 
of the Old Testament histories, one may well ask the question whether 
men have not been repelled at times by a mishandling of the Scriptures, 
and that, too, by those who have been most zealous in their defense.” E. 


Let Us Get Together on the Lodge Question.— The Lutheran 
synods of America are not of one mind on this burning question. The fol- 


lowing is taken from the Lutheran Companion of April 27, 1935: — 

“Question: ‘Does our Lutheran Church sanction participation in burial 
services with the Masonic Lodge?’ — C. P. P. 

“Answer: No, it does not. There may be Lutheran pastors who do it 
and get by with it because church discipline is at low ebb in the Christian 
Church both as to pastors and people. The Church is silent on many things 
while souls are being ensnared and destroyed. Yet as far as I know, no 
Augustana pastor has gone so far as to have fellowship with the Masonic 
lodge at funeral services. I am sorry to say that I know of other Lu- 
theran pastors who have had such fellowship.” E. 


Let Us Get Together on the Doctrines of Conversion and Elec- 
tion. — We are far apart on this highly important matter. We must not 
tell the world and ourselves that the Lutherans of America are in doctrinal 
agreement. Dr. Joseph Stump of the United Lutheran Church insists they 
are not. He refuses to accept the doctrine of the election of grace as 
taught by other Lutherans. He quotes and repudiates the following state- 
ment from Dr. J.T. Mueller’s Christian Dogmatics (p.587): “God’s elec- - 
tion of grace did not take place in view of man’s foreseen faith, but rather 
embraced this faith together with the whole way of salvation, such as 
conversion, justification, sanctification, and final preservation. Hence the 
believer is not elected on account of his foreseen faith; on the contrary, 
he has become a believer in time because of his eternal election to sal- 
vation. In other words, a person is brought to saving faith in time just 
because God from éternity has graciously elected him to salvation.” And 
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“this,” says Dr. Stump, “sounds very much like the Calvinistic doctrine 
of election to faith.” (Lutheran, Dec. 13, 1934.) He refuses to teach “the 
election to faith.’ He abhors such a doctrine as Calvinism. He adds 
indeed the fine words: “Yet the author repudiates and condemns Cal- 
vinism. And we believe that he is not a Calvinist. The trouble with many 
persons outside of Missouri, however, is that they cannot see how any- 
body can hold the Missouri doctrine of election without falling into Cal- 
vinism. Yet evidently it can be done.” We certainly appreciate this spirit 
of fair-mindedness. Dr. Stump is willing to give us the benefit of the 
doubt, — and we can assure him that he is not making a mistake. The fact, 
however, remains that he is constrained to abhor our doctrine of election. 
He cannot at present agree with it — “the Calvinistic doctrine of election 
to faith.” He stands squarely on the intuitu-fidei doctrine of election. We 
are certainly not in agreement with him. Neither is Dr. M. Reu. He 
writes: “Wir sind der Ueberzeugung, dass auch in diesem Streit [dem 
Praedestinationsstreit] Gott Positives im Auge hatte und auch erreicht 
hat; denn auch uns ist die pracdestinatio intuitu fidei ein schriftloses 
Theologumenon, die praecdestinatio ad fidem dagegen klare Lehre der 
Schrift.” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 1933, p. 502.) Dr. Reu indeed adds: 
“Wir setzen die Aussagen Pauli weber die letztere bloss nicht in die Ewig- 
keit, wie Missouri tut, sondern lassen sie da stehen, wo sie Paulus macht: 
in der Zeit, nach erfolgter Berufung oder Bekehrung.” That is another 
point of disagreement of a most important nature, which calls for serious 
consideration. 

Dr. Stump sees Calvinism in “the election to faith.” The Lutheran 
Companion (Augustana Synod) takes the same view. Answering the ques- 
tion: “How do you explain predestination?” Pastor J. P. Milton, whose 
column usually provides interesting and profitable information, says in the 
issue of December 16, 1933: “There are especially three differing inter- 
pretations. The one says in effect that God has sovereignly chosen and 
elected some unto salvation and some unto damnation. Since men are 
saved through faith in Jesus Christ, it follows that God has predestined 
some to believe and others not to believe in Jesus. To me this seems im- 
possible if God (as the Scriptures declare) ‘would have all men to be 
saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth,’ 1 Tim.2,4. It seems to 
me to deny some a real chance to be saved.... The second interpretation 
says that God has elected some unto faith and salvation. It stresses just 
as strongly as the first that God sovereignly determines those who shall 
believe. It tries (as it seems to me, unsuccessfully) to ignore the negative 
side of the question, or the election unto unbelief and damnation. If God 
determines who shall believe, it follows that He thereby also determines 
those who shall not believe. Predestination unto unbelief is the natural 
corollary and consequence of predestination unto faith.” Pastor Milton is 
convinced that our doctrine of election is essentially the Calvinistie doc- 
trine. He would not permit it to be preached in his church. He views 
it as a horrible doctrine. And we agree with him, as we agree with 
Calvin, that the teaching of an “election unto unbelief and damnation” 
is a horrible teaching (Calvin: “The decree, I admit, is dreadful’; Jn- 
stitutio, Book III, chap. 23, §7). But we do not agree with him nor with 
Calvin that “predestination unto unbelief is the natural corollary and con- 
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sequence of predestination unto faith.” Let us get together on this fun- 
damental principle of Lutheran theology. You must not construct doc- 
trines by means of logical deductions. You must get your doctrine of 
election, for instance, from the express teaching of Scripture, and you 
have no right to add to that teaching what your reason says is a natural 
corollary and consequence of such teaching. When Scripture speaks of 
election, it never says that some are elected unto unbelief and damnation. 
It nowhere says that. But, says Pastor Milton, one cannot “ignore the 
negative side of the question.” We assure him that we cheerfully ignore it. 
Scripture ignores it. There is no negative side to it. It is not Scripture, 
but blind reason which says that predestination unto unbelief is a natural 
corollary of the election to faith. If we can get together on this principle, 
one great cause of our disagreement will be removed. Men will no longer 
stigmatize the doctrine of election to faith as Calvinism. 

What does Pastor Milton, on his side, teach on election and con- 
version? “The third interpretation says that God predestines unto sal- 
vation those whom He foreknows will believe in Jesus. Jesus died for all. 
The Holy Spirit, through the means of grace, gives to all the power to 
believe. In this sense faith is the gift of God; for it comes only through 
the hearing of the Word. But not all who hear believe; some will not 
use the power given. The responsibility for this lies wholly with man, 
hidden in that mysterious personality of man which is free (as Adam 
was free) to resist the God of grace. God foreknows who will and who 
will not believe when the Word of Grace is preached unto them. Fore- 
knowing, He predestines those who believe unto salvation. In Rom. 8, 29 
we find this order: ‘Whom He foreknew He also foreordained [predes- 
tined].’ This third interpretation seems to me to be the only one that cor- 
rectly safeguards both the grace of God as the sole ground and means of 
man’s salvation and also the individual responsibility of man. The Bible 
teaches both of these truths.” This teaching operates with the synergistic 
status medius (“The Holy Spirit gives to all the power to believe”) and 
the synergistic “responsibility of man” as to his non-conversion and his 
conversion. Therefore we abhor it. We think that Pastor Milton also 
abhors synergism. Then let him banish all thoughts of a status medius, 
in which the unconverted man decides, by exercising his “individual re- 
sponsibility,” for conversion. The synergistic background of this view of 
election and conversion becomes more distinct in The Doctrines of Chris- 
tianity, by P. L. Mellenbruch of the U.L.C. We read there: “Election is 
in ‘foreview’ of faith (electio intuitu fidet). Predestination, like justifica- 
tion, is in view of faith accepting the merits of Jesus Christ. Holy Scrip- 
ture throws the responsibility not on God, but on man. God has done, 
and is doing, all that He consistently can, without interfering with man’s 
‘freedom of will.’ Election or predestination, therefore, as far as man is * 
concerned, is not absolute, but relative, being dependent upon man’s ful- 
filment of certain conditions — personal faith in Jesus Christ.... Free 
will in man would be inoperative. ... When the apostle says that ‘faith 
is the gift of God,’ he does not mean or teach that God does man’s be- 
lieving for him, but that the Holy Spirit, through vocation and regenera- 
tion, imparts the ability for believing; then the individual must freely 
use that divinely begotten ability. ... The Holy Spirit does not convert 
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all men because some resist conversion. He is active, however, gently 
turning men about in proportion as they are willing. ... Conversion is 
an act not necessarily complete or perfect at a given moment. Man allows 
God to turn him from unbelief to faith and from sin to righteousnees — 
from less belief to greater faith and from lesser sins to greater righteous- 
ness.” (Pp. 125.138 ff.) There are Lutherans who will not consent to have 
this teaching preached in their pulpits; it employs the standard phraseology 
of the later, the subtle, synergism. Dr. M. Reu protests against it. ‘Only 
with regret we state that the doctrine of conversion as it is presented 
here” (in Mellenbruch’s book) “is hardly Biblical, nor is the predestina- 
tion intuitu fidei tenable, especially not since the doctrine of faith is not 
kept free from synergistic elements.” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 1931, p. 423.) 

If we are to agree on the doctrines of conversion and election, we shall 
have to agree to let the mystery why, grace being universal and all men 
equally guilty and corrupt, not all are saved, remain unsolved. On that 
point we are not yet agreed. A. E. Deitz of the U. L. C. writes in his book 
Exploring the Deeps, p.44: “One way out of the dilemma is to say, as 
some theologians do, that there is an unsolvable mystery in both predestina- 
tion and conversion and that it is quite impossible for us to determine 
either why God elects some men to salvation and passes others by” 
(“passes others by” is an inadmissible concept; it is deduced and formed 
by reason, but repudiated by Scripture) “or why some men actually he- 
lieve and are saved while others are not. This postulation of a double 
mystery relieves the theologian of the effort to reconcile the apparently 
irreconcilable elements in the problem. Still the inquiring mind wistfully 
seeks for some other answer and wonders if it is a fact that this is the 
end of the investigation, if it is actually impossible to go further.” 
Dr. Deitz proceeds to solve the question, and he gives the synergistic solu- 
tion: “The difference in result in the case of two men one of whom finally 
believes while the other does not is due to the difference in the choice or 
decision which they make” (p.47). There are other Lutherans who refuse 
to take up the discussion of this mystery for the purpose of solving it. 
They refuse to do so because the attempt to answer it can result only in 
either Calvinistic or synergistic ratiocinations. The Formula of Concord, 
for one, refuses to answer. “When we see that God gives His Word at 
one place, but not at another; removes it from one place and allows it 
to remain at another; also, that one is hardened, blinded, given over to 
a reprobate mind, while another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is con- 
verted again, etc.,— in these and similar questions Paul (Rom. 11, 22 ff.) 
fixes a certain limit to us how far we should go,” ete. (XI, Sol. Decl., § 57; 
ep. § 60.) Dr.C.C. Hein, president of the American Lutheran Church, 
warns against the attempt to solve the mystery. In his address at the 
Lutheran World Convention (Copenhagen, 1929) he declared: “Wie es dem 
Luthertum auf der einen Seite gewiss ist, dass Unglaube, Nichtbekehrung 
und endliche Verdammung in jedem Sinn einzig und allein des Menschen 
Schuld ist, so auf der andern, dass Bekehrung, Glaube und Seligkeit in 
jedem Sinn Gnadenwerk und Gnadengabe Gottes ist. Hier stehen wir vor 
einem Geheimnis. ‘Der Selige,’ sagt H. E. F. Guericke in seiner ‘Symbolik’ 
(8. Auflage, S. 425), ‘wird selig allein durch Gottes Gnade in Christo, ohne 
alles eigene Verdienst, der Unselige unselig durch eigene Schuld, weil er der 
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goettlichen Gnade fortwaehrend widersteht. Warum der Widerstand des 
ersteren gegen die goettliche Gnade endlich gebrochen wird, der des letzte- 
ren aber nicht, ist nicht des ersteren Verdienst, wohl aber des letzteren 
Schuld. Der Mensch jedoch’ (auch der Theolog) ‘mit seinem bloeden, durch 
die Suende getruebten Verstande vermag diese tiefste Tiefe der goettlichen 
Werkstatt nicht zu erforschen, und es ist groessere Weisheit, das goett- 
liche Geheimnis anzuerkennen, als es gotteslaesterlich zu loesen,’ naemlich 
nach der Weise Calvins, der Gott zur Ursache der Bekehrung und Nicht- 
bekehrung macht, oder nach der Weise des Synergismus, der Bekehrung wie 
Nichtbekehrung ganz oder zum Teil von der Selbstentscheidung des Men- 
schen abhaengig sein laesst.” (Lutherische Kirchenzeitung, June 29, 1929. 
Cp. Conc. THEOL. MTuty., 1930, p. 343.) Thus also Dr. R. C. H. Lenski 
(American Lutheran Church): “Why the Word melts some hearts while 
others deliberately and permanently harden themselves against it no man 
knows. The former is due wholly to God’s grace; the latter is due wholly 
to man’s guilt. No unit cause for the two exists. When synergism or 
determinism is taken to be such a cause, the mistake made is that both 
are fictitious.” (The Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles, p. 294.) — 
The further statement: “The obduracy remains a mystery because of this 
very sufficiency of grace” does not cover the question. Well, we shall have 
to get together on that, too. 

Shall we sidestep these doctrinal differences? Shall we declare that 
there are “no doctrinal reasons against complete and organic union” of the 
Lutheran synods of America? (Washington Declaration, 1920; Savannah 
Resolutions, 1934; United Lutheran Church.) The Lutheran warns us 
against following such a policy. It concludes an editorial discussing the 
Machen trial with these words: “We have in the past inclined toward ad- 
miring the way in which the Presbyterian General Assembly, U.S. A., has 
kept its Fundamentalist and Modernist sections from bringing their doc- 
trinal differences to an issue. It looks now as if sidestepping controversy 
was a mistaken policy. Doctrines were not properly valued by the Church. 
Now it appears that they demand recognition. The ‘teachings’ of the Chris- 
tian religion are vital to the Church. The confessions are more than 
temporal agreements for the purposes of organizations.” And now: “If we 
Lutherans are seriously considering union, we must not sacrifice integrity 
of doctrine.” (May 2, 1935.) E. 

Shall We Remain Lutheran? — Under this heading the Lutheran 
Herald quotes approvingly an article in the Chicago Lutheran on the perils 
of Liberalism and unionism, against which the latter voices the following 
timely warning: “We hear many encouraging reports on the growth and 
progress of the Lutheran Church. Paradoxical as it may seem, the elements 
of danger are bound up with the very growth and progress of the Church. 
There are two strong currents the drift of which the Lutheran Church 
cannot escape. They are the tendencies toward Liberalism and unionism. 
Both tendencies are as inevitable as the coming of the seasons. The manner 
in which those impacts are met will determine the character of the Lu- 
theran Church, whether we shall be Lutherans in faith or in name only. 
In the matter of Liberalism the Reformed churches sound a definite 
warning. Liberalism first captured the denominational schools, then the 
seminaries; next to surrender were the official church organs. Then the 
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pulpits capitulated. Liberalism had swept the field. To think that the 
Lutheran Church is immune to a tendency which is so characteristic of 
the age is to live in a fool’s paradise. So far as the Lutheran Church is 
concerned, it is not now a matter of cure, but prevention. Eternal vigilance 
is the price of safety. The vigilance must begin with the pastor in 
thorough catechetical instruction in the Sunday-school, definite indoctrina- 
tion of the confirmation class, and the preaching of Law and Gospel. The 
absorption of membership must not exceed the capacity of proper assimi- 
lation. There must be unbending insistence that pastors, professors, and 
such as man the affairs of the Church shall either adhere to the confession 
of the Lutheran faith or step out. [Italics our own.] — Unionism is a child 
of Liberalism. When doctrinal differences have been obliterated, the field 
is clear for unionism. The lion and the lamb lie down in peace, the lamb 
inside the lion. Of course, the lamb has added substantially to size. 
Even where a union may be effected on the basis of faith and practise, the 
feasibility of such a project should be clearly demonstrated. [Italics our 
own.] We are obsessed with the idea of bulk, size, and statistics. God 
has a smashing disregard for mere numbers. Witness the stories of Abra- 
ham and Gideon. The Lord is not mathematically minded; for He said: 
‘Where two or three are gathered together in My name, there am I in 
the midst of them.’ Let us not think that He who trod the wine-press 
alone and carried to completion single-handed the redemption of the world 
is now counting heads. Have no fear; a living faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ will keep orthodoxy supple and flexible. To submit ourselves, His 
humble and surrendered servants, faithful to the confessions of faith 
handed down to us is to find ourselves in the full sweep of His advancing 
kingdom.” 

It is needless to say that these earnest words of warning deserve care- 
ful consideration also in circles that are still positively and perhaps also 
aggressively orthodox. ‘The writer correctly states that Liberalism is the 
parent of unionism. But also the opposite is true— unionism promotes 
and spreads Liberalism; and unionism is by far the more dangerous of 
the two because its destructive tendency is more subtle and thus harder 
to discern. Both unionism and Liberalism have their source in spiritual 
satiety, a most deadly snare in which Satan entraps both pastors and 
hearers. We are glad that the article places emphasis on the preaching 
of Law and Gospel; for that is the only cure for both Liberalism and 
unionism. J. T. M. 


A Heartening Word for the Christian Day-school. —In the Liv- 
ing Church of May 18 we find a letter by Harold G. Holt of Oak Park, IIl., 
which properly evaluates the importance of Christian day-schools. Having 
dwelt on the unsatisfactory character of a course of instruction in which 
religion is not represented, he says: “Is not a possible answer to this 
problem to be found in the private church-schools? It seems that too 
few churchmen are wholly aware of the value of these schools in giving 
final Christian meaningfulness to education. If into the consciousness of 
more churchmen who have children would come a realization of the dangers 
inherent in an educational system which is divorced from the teachings 
of the Church, surely we should soon find diocesan schools in every diocese 
and all church-sponsored schools enjoying such increased enrolment that 
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the development of the whole personality could become more nearly a reality 
for more children of churchmen than is now the case. Due to what may 
be in part a spiritual lethargy our private church-schools, especially in 
the Middle West, are floundering near or in the depths of financial despair. 
If tuitions seem prohibitive, an awakening consciousness upon the part of 
Episcopalian parents to the value of these schools as developers of the full 
Christian personality would soon solve the tuition problem, and these 
schools would be freed to do more thoroughly their work of giving to 
more boys and girls a Christian meaningfulness to their educational ex- 
periences and to their total outlook upon life. Much more might worthily 
be written concerning this problem engendered by our dual educational 
theory, a problem with which, as Bishop Anderson has said, ‘many thought- 
ful educators are deeply concerned.’ May it be that soon many more of 
our parents may become as deeply concerned!” Mr. Holt intimates that 
he has had experience as an instructor in the public high school and as 
a church-school supervisor, which has helped him “to see more clearly 
the serious error in our educational theory whereby general and religious 
education are separated.” A. 
Aus der Synode. Ym Atlantic Bulletin wird mitgeteilt, daR die Gee 
fellfchaft fiir Qnnere Mifjion in New York feit dem 20. Januar wieder 
fonntaglic&h 300 heimatloje Perjonen fpeift, und gwar nad) dem Vormittags- 
gotteSdienjt. Wahrend der Woche werden Hunderte von Keidungsitiicen, 
Schuhen uj. unter Vediirftige verteilt. — Die ,St. RohanneSpajjion” von 
Heinrich Schiitk (1585—1672) fam Gonntag, den 7. WApril, in der St. Mat 
thausfirde in New YorF zur Wuffiihrung. — Der Northern Illinois Mes- 
senger berichtet gleichfall3 itber die Arbeit in Der Ynneren Mifjion, befon- 
derS iiber Die Mtijjion an den Kindern, die in Chicago getrieben twird. itber 
die Schulen de$ Diftrifts wird berichtet, dag die Bahl der Schulfinder im 
Diftrift nahegu 12,500 betragt. Yn den Schulen unterrichten 8 Pajtoren, 
2 Profefjoren, 224 Lehrer, 39 Lehrerinnen und 33 Gebilfen, im aangen 
306 Lehrfrafte. — Die Nachrichten aus den mwejtcanadifden Diftriften find 
recht ermutigend. %Wus dem Wlbertaz und BGritifh Columbia-Diftrift wird 
berichtet, Dak wahrend de3 Sahre3 1934 von den Miffionaren 3,910 Gottes- 
Dienjte abgehalten twurden, in denen 163,326 Bubdrer antvefend waren, 
ein anfehnligher Zutvachs gegen das Borjahr. Die Mijjionsbefuche der 
Miffionare beliefen fic) auf 18,546. — Sm ,Mirdhenboten” des Urgentini- 
fchen Diftrifts lefen wir itber die Tagung der Synode im Februar: ,,Die 
Herausgabe eines befonderen theologifchen Fachblattes twurde des Langeren 
bejproden. Der Gedanfe twourde ausgefprocen, dak Brajilien und Argenz 
tinien gufammen mit der Freifirche an der Herausgabe de$ Blatte3 arbeiten 
follten. Fefte Vefchliifje fonnten in der Sache nicht gefakt werden.” ,,Meit 
unferer ,Colegio’-Gibliothet ift e3 fchlecht beftellt. Bisher hatte der Diftrift 
jabrlich 50 Pefos fiir diefe Sache bewilligt. Damit fann aber nicht viel 
gefauft tverden. Qn einer Cingabe tourde um 200 Befos gebeten; doch 
fonnte der Diftrift nur 100 betvilligen. Gropere oder fleinere Gaben fiir 
die ,Colegio’-Bibliothef find ftet3 millfommen.” R. E.R. 
The Ultimate of Union Tendencies. — There is no doubt a valuable 
lesson for all genuinely Christian and confessional churches in the ex- 
periences depicted in the following excerpts quoted from the Watchman- 
Examiner (May 2, 1935, p. 500 f.). If professing believers are inclined to 
35 
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become indifferent with respect to the perils lurking in cooperative enter- 
prises even of a purely secular or external nature between churches not 
united in doctrine and practise, the words of the writer may serve them 
as a timely and stirring warning. We are sorry that we can quote the 
fine, illuminating article only in part. We read: “Northern Baptists 
know that it has been the policy of our Foreign Mission Society to unite 
with other religious denominations in division of territory, as for in- 
stance, in the Philippines and elsewhere. As is now also recognized, this 
later became the policy of the American Baptist Home Mission Society, 
as, for example, in Montana and elsewhere. The policy of the Foreign 
Mission Society was also extended to union effort in educational institu- 
tions and in hospitals, as in China, Japan, and India. When publicity 
of this unionizing effort with other denominations was given out more 
than fifteen years ago, many in the Baptist denomination became alarmed 
as to what might be the final consequences, and the writer of this article, 
then working in the Kansas State Convention, joined with other leaders 
in making a protest against this unionizing movement, giving warning 
that it would inevitably lead later to organic church union. In making 
the protest, the situation in the Philippines and elsewhere was cited... . 
Let all our Baptist people note that thus long ago warning was given 
that the ultimate result would be organic union and the virtual loss of 
our Baptist work. As early as in 1900 the missions in the Pilippines 
formed a federation called the Evangelical Union of Philippine Missions. 
This agreed at first upon a division of territory, and gradually, as the 
missionary leaders of the various evangelical groups ‘drew together more 
and more, denominational lines disappeared, and the missionaries and 
nationals worked together in union effort, such as hospitals, schools, and 
dormitories.’ Later, in 1920, we are told, the constitution was changed, 
making the organization a union, not of the missions, but of the churches, 
and admitting nationals to membership. Later the consitution was still 
further changed, and this union body was called the National Christian 
Council. By simple progression the concentration has grown. Following 
this, the Presbyterian, the Congregational, and United Brethren bodies 
joined forces to form the United Evangelical Church of the Philippines, 
and strong efforts were made to bring the other missions within the fold. 
In these efforts, it is said, the Methodists declined to participate, but the 
Baptists were more favorable. In view of this union movement in the 
Philippines two important conferences were held; but it seems that noth- 
ing has been done to stem the tide of these unionizing efforts in the 
Philippines. As a direct result of this liberalizing work in the Philip- 
pines and elsewhere we have doubt and hesitancy on the part of large 
numbers of churches and individuals in the denomination, cutting the 
nerve of enthusiasm, reducing the giving of our Baptist people from year 
to year, cutting down our missionary force and activity, preventing ea- 
tension into new fields, and causing interminable controversy among our 
Baptist hosts throughout the country. [Italics everywhere our own.] 
Another direct result is the disintegration of our Baptist forces and 
churches, creating a separatist body known as the Association of Regular 
Baptists, who decline to make further contributions to our organized work. 
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It is an undisputed fact that many of our strong churches as well as 
many more of the smaller churches have already withdrawn from our 
Northern Baptist Convention, and hundreds of others will doubtless fol- 
low unless something is done to correct this shallow, liberalizing, unioniz- 
ing work within the denomination. This disintegration of our forces can 
be stopped if we only make it a matter of thought and prayer. But it 
cannot be arrested by ignoring it, as we have been doing for more than 
fifteen years.” 

We doubt whether the Baptist antiunionists are able to stop the 
pitiable disintegration of forces and churches which the writer so greatly 
deplores. At least so we are forced to judge as we consider the expe- 
riences of Fundamentalists along other, but similar lines. Our own in- 
terest in the matter, as Lutherans who firmly stand on an honest con- 
fessional basis, just because we desire the well-being and progress of the 
entire Lutheran Church in America, lies chiefly in measures by which 
such a situation as is here represented can be prevented. That there is 
cause for alarm no one can deny. We are thinking, for example, of the 
cooperative efforts of the Lutheran Missionary Conference and similar 
organizations, which are quasi mergers, created for the very purpose which 
drew the various denominations into union in the Philippines, that is 
to say, for dividing territories, economizing man- and money-power, sup- 
porting educational and charitable endeavors, enhancing the editorial and 
publicity values of Lutheran synods, and the like. That means coopera- 
tion in externis; however, the goal is organic union. But unless the 
heterogeneous issues of doctrine and practise between the synods thus 
affiliated are properly taken care of, we fear that the cooperating synods 
cannot escape the fate of the churches in the Philippines. As they draw 
together more and more, denominational lines will disappear, constitu- 
tions will be changed, new national councils will be formed, and in the 
end a new United Lutheran Church of America will appear, outwardly 
strong and knitted together perhaps, but inwardly holding all the weak- 
nesses and vices that ultimately make for the total disintegration of the 
Lutheran Church as an outspoken, fearless, and truth-loving confessional 
denomination. If denominational lines disappear because first the greater 
and lesser differences in doctrine and practise have disappeared, then let 
us all shout out our joy from the housetops. But if denominational lines 
disappear because there is a “shallow, liberalizing, unionizing” tendency 
at work, or because synods are tired of standing alone or because the 
constituents are weary of the so-called everlasting squabble about doctrine 
and practise, or for any other reason of the flesh, then in the end we 
shall be in the same condemnation in which churches now find them- 
selves which years ago made the huge mistake that now will-o’-the-wisps 
itself before our eyes as a grand and glorious virtue. In the United 
Lutheran Church leaders are now openly rejecting the doctrine of verbal 
inspiration; in the American Lutheran Church and in affiliated synods 
the doctrine is cherished and confessed. The house is therefore divided 
against itself. Will the breach be repaired ante festwm, or will it be 
allowed to widen and to destroy the whole house? Articles like “The 
Ultimate of Union Tendencies” certainly ought to be read and heeded by 
all who have the welfare of the Church at heart. J.T. M. 
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A Sample of Union Seminary Theology. — The Lutheran Standard 
informs us that one of the professors of Union Seminary, Dr. Bruce Curry, 
a man who has written extensively, recently was touring the United States 
and delivering addresses to the students of the colleges and universities of 
America from the Atlantic to the Pacific. Since he, as an editor puts it, 
is “a member of what is probably the most distinguished theological faculty 
in the United States,” we naturally are interested in the religious views 
which he places before our youth. The Standard credits him with hav- 
ing written the following paragraphs: “He [the modern Christian] may 
develop his religious thought, philosophy, and experience in the light of 
the best knowledge and insight of himself and his spiritual kindred, past 
and present. Where he finds himself indebted to Jesus or to later Chris- 
tianity, he will be glad to make acknowledgment of the fact. But he will 
be under no initial obligation to alline his faith with that of Jesus or with 
any one else in the Christian tradition. Nor will he feel that he must 
impress Jesus into the service and support of his own developing religion. 
He will recognize that the basis of authority has shifted to the informed 
insight of the best-qualified individuals and groups, and he will welcome 
any organized fellowship in one who sincerely seeks the truth and life at 
its highest. Whether this man may then be called a ‘Christian’ is a serious 
question. Perhaps he should be so accepted if he confessed that the major 
contribution to his experience and faith came from Jesus, making Jesus 
still ‘the Master.’ For many this seems to be the only position which 
makes full place for truth and leaves some place for Jesus.” 

So this is what Union Seminary stands for! Perhaps it would refuse 
to be judged by what Bruce Curry affirms. It probably would insist that 
all its teachers are at liberty to pronounce whatever views their conscience 
approves of and that their opinion must not be imputed to the seminary 
itself. But every fair-minded person will hold it responsible for having 
on its faculty a man who definitely rejects the authority of Jesus, our 
only Savior. May God have mercy on the congregations and groups whose 
pastors receive their theology from such a teacher! A. 


Southern Baptists. — A writer in the Watchman-Examiner, April 4, 
1935, compares Northern and Southern Baptists. In his opinion “the 
Northern body seems to lack the denominational consciousness as compared 
with the Southern Convention.” (It is evident that he is speaking of the 
large denominations, which we usually refer to simply as Northern and 
Southern Baptists.) He continues: “There is in the South a sort of pride 
in the convention and its work, a sense of an essential oneness, that is 
sometimes called boastfulness, pride in numbers, often bigotry, and even 
phariseeism. The poverty of the South following the Civil War drove the 
churches into a consolidation of every interest in their struggle to survive 
and make any progress. There also arose a race of great preachers, strong 
doctrinarians. The strength of the Southern Convention has been, and 
still is, in the rural churches. These members desire the strong meat of 
the Word, are not soon swept from their theological moorings, nor do they 
readily adopt new methods. These and other influences have built up 
a sense of camaraderie and pride in denominational accomplishments that 
I have never felt outside of the bands of the Southern Convention.” Other 
characteristics which this writer emphasizes as distinctive of Southern 
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Baptists are an evangelistic zeal and aversion to unionism. While the 
ministers of the Northern Convention are better educated, broadly speak- 
ing, he thinks the inability of many theological candidates in the South 
to attend theological schools has kept the Southern branch orthodox in 
its theology. With respect to emphasis on the social gospel, which is very 
strong in the North, we are told: “There is a strong social-righteousness 
conscience in the South. But righteousness is looked upon more as a re- 
sult or product of a man being in right relations with God. It is not 
sought so much through human societies nor even through any wide 
cooperation with others, especially with those who seem to lack a spiritual 
motivation.” In this respect they may well serve as exemplars to their 
Northern confréres. A. 


II. Ausland. 


Gin fiinftes Gvangelium?” Unter diefer WAuffehrift gibt die ,,Moln. 
Zeitung” (Nr. 51, Wbendblatt) ihren Lefern naheren Bericht iiber die jiingfte 
Entdecdung der alteften chriftliden Cvangelienhandfdrift. Dak fie alter ift 
als alle bisher befannten, jtinmmt. Aber ein ,,fiinfteS Cvangelium diirfte fie 
wohl nicht fein, wie uns ein deutfdher Fachgelehrter jchreibt; vielmehr handle 
e3 fic) nach den mitgeteilten Proben nur um eine Cvangelienharmonie, die 
Synoptifer und Sohannes benubt (aljo vorausfebt) und aus eigener Phanz 
tafie ausmalt. Der Bericht der ,Koln. Zeitung” lautet: 

G8 ift ein eigenartiger Bufall, dak dad Britifde Mujeum im borigen 
Xahr nicdjt nur den Codex Sinaiticus, die beriihmte Bibelhandfehrift, fiir 
den Vetrag von 100,000 fund Sterling von der ruffijden Regierung 
faufte, fondern auch fiir einen geringen Preis ein Viindel griechijdher Paphri 
ervarb, tworin fic giwei Blatter befanden, die nichts weniger gu fein fdet- 
nen alS Bruchftiice eines neuen, fiinften Cvangelium3. Bhre Cntdedung 
erfolgte durch den Kujtos der Manuffriptabteifung de3 Britijden Mujeums, 
H. Jdri8 Vell, bet der Durchficht diefer in siqghpten wahrfdeinlid) bon Fel- 
laden gefundenen aphri, die ein Handler im bvorigen Gommer nach Lonz 
don bracjte und dem Mtujeum mit Erfolg gum Rauf anbot. Dem Ge- 
lehrten fielen fofort die beiden Buchftaben IH auf, eine befannte Form der 
Ubtiirgung fiir den Namen YEfus in griechijher Sdhreibmweije, und er bez 
fchaftigte jid) daraufhin eingehend mit dem Tert. Die Priifung ergab, 
dah eS fic) um dad altefte Bruchftiic eines chriftliden Manuffripts handelt, 
das bidher befannt getworden ift. Die Handfchrift meift ungiweideutig auf 
eine Beit hin, die nidt fpater als die Mitte deS giweiten Sahrhunderts fein 
fann, mahrend bisher fein chriftlidjes Manujfript weiter guriidgeht als auf 
den Anfang de3 dritten Yahrhunderts. Aber nicht allein dad Alter, fondern 
aud) der Snhalt verleiht dem Fund eine befondere Bedeutung. E38 gibt be- 
fanntlich ,UWpofryphe Coangelien’ und ,°usfpriidje BEfu', die alB fpatere 
Zufammenftellungen gu gelten haben. Der neue Fund fallt nicht in diefe 
Kategorie. Der Lert, der auf den beiden doppelfeitig befdriebenen Blat- 
tern gu finden. ift, ftellt nad Wuffaffung der Gadhverftindigen Bruchftiide 
einer LebenSgefdhidte YEfu dar, die nicht auf Grund der vorhandenen Cvan- 
gelien zujammengeftellt ijt. 8 gilt fogar alS miglich, dab dad fo entbdedte 
neue Cbangelium, bon dem bisher nur die beiden Blatter vorhanden find, 
die Quelle oder eine der Quellen twar, die der Schreiber de3 Yohannedss 
evangelium3 benubte.” (Wg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchengtg.) 
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Sidfifdhe Paftoren in Sdhushaft. iber folche und abnlide Vorfomm- 
niffe dDarf die Firdlide Preffe nichts beridten. Die Allg. Cv.-Luth. K-38.” 
tweif fic) aber gu helfen. Die Mummer vom 3. Mai lapt die Polizei felbjt 
beridten: ,%n Gachfen ijt cine Reihe von Geiftlidjen in Schubhaft (Ron- 
gentrationSlager) genommen tvorden. Wir haben wegen de3 Preffeerlaffes 
deS ReichSminijters bisher davon gefdwiegen. Mun aber nimmt die Nach- 
ridjtenftelle der Staatsfanglei felbft Sffentlic) das Wort und gibt in der 
Tagesprejfe folgendes befannt: .Sn lebter Beit ijt in verfdiedenen Teilen 
Sadhjens twiederholt beobachtet worden, dak unter dem Decmantel religisfer 
Glaubensaugerungen BVerjuce unternommen worden find, den Gemeinz 
fchaftswillen de deutiden Volks gu jehiwaden. Die Wuslaffungen, die fogar 
gum Teil bon den Kangeln wahrend de$ Gottesdienftes gemacht wurden, 
find in ihren Wusiwirfungen geeignet, die Wutoritat de3 Staates und der 
Bewegung gu fdadigen; fie geben jener feindlichgefinnten Wuslandspreffe, 
die bon Emigranten und Yuden geleitet wird, Material fiir die Fortfiihrung 
ihrer Hebe gegen das nationalfogialijtijde Deutjchland und fdaffen im 
Qunern de Reichs Unfrieden und Beunrubigung.... [C. 7. M. ift nicht 
berpflictet, den bollen Tert der VBefanntmacung abgudrucen, teilt darum 
nur nod die Sdlubjabe mit:] Cinige Paftoren haben fich in Nangelerfla- 
rungen twiffentlich gegen den Willen der Regierung gerichtet. Gegeniiber 
Diefen politifden Verfehlungen blieb fein anderer Weg iibrig, als fie gur 
Vermeidung ftarferer Beunruhigung weiter Volfstreife in Schubhaft gu 
nehmen. Die Diener der Kirche geniefen den ifnen gugefagten Sdhub in 
Dingen der Religion; two fie aber den Staat und die Bewegung politifd 
antajten, trifft fie Die Scharfe de3 Gefebes in der gleichen Weife twie jeden 
andern GStaatSbiirger.““ — Das ahnelt gar fehr den Verfiiqgungen und 
Vefanntmacdhungen der Heidnifden rimifden Maijfer und ihrer Meich3- 
minijter. Man VieR die erften Chrijten verhaften als ftaatsgefahrlide Leute 
und Unrubeftifter. 

Sranfreidhs Luthertum. Bon den 43 Millionen Cinwohnern Frank- 
reich find nach dem ,Lutherifden Weltalmanacdh” ettwas iiber 40 Millionen 
rimifd-fatholifd (die Bahl diirfte reiclich hoch fein) und ettwas iiber eine 
Million protejtantijd. Genaue Zahlen fann man iiberhaupt nidt angeben, 
teil die frangofifcdhe Regierung feinen ReligionSzenfus (wie mir ifn in unz 
ferm Lande fennen) durdhfiihren lagt. So braucht e3 uns auch nicht gu toun- 
dern, dDaB die Babl der Lutheraner in Franfreich an einem Orte auf 250,000, 
an einem anbdern auf 300,000 und an einem Ddritten auf 400,000 gefdabt 
fwird. Die Lefer twiffen, dak eS den blutigen Verfolgungen durd die Me- 
gierung und die romifde Kirche gelungen ift, den Protejtanti3mus faft qgang- 
lich ausgurotten, der doch im fechgehnten Yahrhundert viele Herzen in Frank- 
reich ergriffen hatte. 

Wenn der ,Lutherifche Weltalmanach” recht hat, fo gibt e3 in Frank- 
reid) 398,000 Lutheraner, 268 Parodien, 321 Gemeinden, 309 Paftoren. 
Bei tweitem der grépte Teil der Lutheraner FranfreichSs findet fich natiirlid 
in dem frither Deutjden Gebiet Clfak-Lothringen, namlich 238,578 Seelen, 
210 Gemeinden und 174 Paftoren. 

Man fann vier Gruppen von Lutheranern in Franfreicd) unterfdeiden. 
WIS erfte gahlen mir die ,,.Eglise de la Confession d’Augsbourg“ auf, die fid 
in giwei Diftrifte (Paris und Montbeliard, friiher Mompelgard) zerlegt. 
Qm Dijtrift Paris finden fich 18,000 Glieder in 20 Parodjien, die von 
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22 Pajtoren bedient werden. Prajes ift Graf P. de Pourtale3; Ynfpektor 
ijt P. 2. Appia. Das Kirchenblatt diefer Gruppe ijt Le Temoignage (Das 
Beugni3). Bu diefem Diftrift gehoren auch die fechSs Gemeinden in Algiers 
in Ufrifa mit ihren 2,000 Gliedern. — Der Dijtrift Montbeliard gahlt 
37 Parochien mit 90 Gemeinden, in denen ettwa 35,000 Glieder von 45 Paz 
ftoren bedient werden. Das Blatt diejeS Diftrikfts heipt L’Ami Chretien 
des Familles (Chriftlidher Familienfreund). Weide Diftrifte betreiben be- 
fonders die lutherifde Miffion auf Madagasfar, find aber auc) auf dem 
Gebiet der Snneren Mifjion durchaus nicht untatig. 

Die giweite Gruppe ift ,Mirche WAugsburgifder Konfejjion in Cljak- 
Lothringen”. Prajes de$ Direftoriums ijt Fr. Crwein in Strasbourg. Die 
Kirdhe umfapt weit itber die Halfte aller Lutheraner in Frankreich. Cine 
eigene Heidenmiffion hat fie nicht; fie unterjtiibt befonders Hermannsburg 
fowie NeuendettelZau und Leipzig. Gebr riihrig ijt fie in Der Yuneren Mif- 
fion; befonders hervorgubeben tare ctiva, dak fie dDret Diafonijjenanftalten 
hat (Strasbourg, Neuenberg und Sarepta bei Dorlisheim). 

WZ dritte Gruppe ware aufgugahlen die fitrglich gegriindete Gynode 
pon ElfahzLothringen, die mit Der Synodalfonfereng (Mtiffourifynode) in 
Verbindung fteht. Brwolf Prediqtplabe werden bon den finf Paftoren diefer 
Gynode bedient. 

Viertens find noch die deutfdh-lutherijdhen Gemeinden zu nennen und 
andere [utherifde Gemeinden, die in Wt-Franfreich beftehen und eine fremde 
Sprade benugben. Wor dem Krieg gab e3 eine ganze Reihe deutfchfprechen- 
der lutherifder Gemeinden in Frankreich; jebt gibt eS nur noch die eine 


Chrijtustirde in Paris, an der feinergett Vater Vodelfdhwingh einige Yahre 
ftand. Diefe Gemeinde gahlt 1,200 Glieder, hat ihr eigenes Gemeinde- 
blatt und unterhalt ein Frauenz und Maddhenheim. Der Pajtor der Gez 
nieinde heift Cric) Dablariin. —- Chenfall in Paris ift eine danifd- 
lutherifde Gemeinde und in Dunkerque (Diinfirden) eine fchwedifde 
Geemann8miffion. (Rirdhenblatt. Wbgedrudt im ,Lutherifden Herold“.) 


A Criticism of the Course of Anglicans in India. — Will the 
Anglicans in South India amalgamate with the Methodists and the Prot- 
estant bodies which constitute the South India United Church? The 
present status of the union movement reflected in this question is described 
in the Living Church as follows: “It appears that the majority of the 
Indian bishops are willing to concur in the virtual abandonment of con- 
firmation, the recognition of all sacraments as equally valid, since all 
ministries are equally invalid, and the participation of Protestant min- 
isters in the consecration of bishops of the proposed United Church... . 
It is further reported that certain of the Indian bishops have taken the 
amazing position that they have the power to dispense congregations from 
the rule that only a bishop or priest may celebrate the Holy Communion 
for them.” It is interesting to read the comment of the Living Church 
editor on the last item. “This is a startling claim indeed; for not even 
the Pope of Rome has ever contended that such power is inherent in his. 
office. By what authority do these Anglican bishops in India arrogate to 
themselves power greater than that claimed by the Pope and hitherto 
unheard of in all of Catholic Christendom? ... If the Anglican Church 
of India persists in going through with the scheme of union with the 
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Protestant denominations on the terms now apparently contemplated, it 
will thereby cut itself off from the fellowship of the Anglican union and 
the body of Catholic Christendom. The other autonomous Anglican 
churches will then be faced with the problem of officially severing the 
union with the Church of India and will have to consider the sending of 
new missionaries to that country to teach anew the Catholic faith ‘as 
this Church hath received the same.’” One cannot suppress the wish that 
this zeal which is exerting itself in opposition to the spirit of unionism 
and indifferentism might be better informed on what is essential and what 
is unessential. A. 


No Bible-Reading in the Public Schools of Southern Australia. 
In commenting on this matter, the Australian Lutheran writes: “State- 
school teachers did not approve of the amendment to the Education Act in 
Southern Australia. The proposed amendment provided for Bible-reading 
during school-hours and also for the right of entry for ministers of religion 
and their representatives. The editor of the Southern Australia Teachers’ 
Journal comments as follows: ‘Many of our members [of the Teachers’ 
Association] favor Bible-reading, and some advocate Scripture-lessons, but 
so far we have not heard of any member supporting the proposal that 
ministers should have access to the schools. Our members regret the appar- 
ent indifference of many people to their religious duties; but their expe- 
rience with children does not encourage them in the belief that religious 
instruction in the schools would cure that ill.’ While admitting that it is 
in the interest of the child to have a sound religious education, he asks 
whether it is the duty of the state to provide for more than a ‘sound moral, 
physical, and intellectual training for the pupils.’ He believes that the 
sponsors of the bill have not yet justified the proposed amendment and that 
therefore the measure should not be carried. We Lutherans were not very 
much impressed by the amendment, although as far as it provided only for 
reading of the Scriptures, we did not protest against it. However, the bill 
has now been rejected, and, as it would appear, mainly on the arguments 
of Mr. Craigie, whose denunciations of the Bible equal anything that the 
Bolsheviks have produced in that direction. From the Hansard report it 
therefore looks as if the Southern Australian Parliament has declared that 
the Bible is not worthy of a place in the state school on account of its 
untrue and immoral contents. Of course, there were also those Parliamen- 
tarians who defended the honor of the Bible.” 

While the contention of the editor of the 8. A. Teachers’ Journal is well 
founded and the educational duty of the state does not go farther than to 
provide for more than a “sound moral, physical, and intellectual training 
for the pupils,” it was wisdom on the part of our brethren not to protest 
the proposed amendment in its provision for Bible-reading in the public 
schools. J.T. M. 


A New Translation of the New Testament.— The United Pres- 
byterian informs us of a translation of the New Testament into modern 
Czech speech by Professor Zilka. The first translation into that language 
since the sixteenth century, this book has become the best seller of the 
year in that land. — N.B.N.L.C. 
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The New Testament. A Study by Herbert C. Alleman. Prepared under 
the auspices of the Parish- and Church-school Board of the United 
Lutheran Church of America. The United Lutheran Publication 
House, Philadelphia, Pa. 151 pages, 5148. 

This is the companion volume of the work the errors and dangerous 
tendencies of which were pointed out in the April issue of this journal by 
our colleague Dr. W. A. Maier. The author, it must be remembered, is 
a professor at the Lutheran seminary at Gettysburg, belonging to the 
United Lutheran Church of America. What lends additional importance 
to this volume is that it is not intended for a few cloistered scholars, but 
for the laity of the Church, who are to be trained as leaders. Since the 
book does not come as a private venture, but was prepared under the 
auspices of the Parish- and Church-school Board of the U. L.C., it has an 
official character and can demand the careful examination of all who are 
interested in the Lutheran Church of America. The book intends “to set 
forth clearly, and as accurately as present knowledge allows, the historical 
development of the writings of the New Testament, together with a brief 
sketch of the content of each book” (p.6). The students whom the author 
has in mind are those whose needs demand “a more advanced series” of 
texts (p.5). While this leads one to expect that the scholarship exhibited 
will be found to be of a high type, the work contains many statements 
which from the point of view of history are erroneous. When, p.15, the 
kingdom of Herod is said to have been divided “among his three surviving 
sons,” the author overlooks that more sons survived than the three men- 
tioned on the opening pages of our gospels. On p. 20 we are told that 
both the Rabbis and the scribes belonged to a religious party called the 
Pharisees — a strange overstatement, since there were scribes who had not 
identified themselves with the Pharisees. (Cf. Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth, 
p- 335, 1925 edition.) Furthermore, is it correct to say that according to 
the synoptic gospels Jesus hid His Messiahship even from His chosen dis- 
ciples till a few weeks before the end of His earthly career (p.31)? From 
St. Luke’s gospel, at any rate, one does not get the impression that Peter’s 
great confession and the accompanying statements of Jesus about Himself, 
reported in chap. 9, were made only a few weeks before our Lord’s death. 
Again, one wonders how the author, having listed the so-called “we” sec- 
tions in the Book of Acts, can say: “A careful study of St. Paul’s travel- 
ing companions shows that only Luke and Titus were with him at all the 
points mentioned in these passages” (p.77). As far as we are aware, there 
is no proof that Titus was with St. Paul during the latter’s second mis- 
sionary journey. Another strange statement (p.88) is to the effect that 
St. Paul told the story of his conversion “to the mob which later threatened 
his life in Jerusalem (Acts 22,4—16).” Why later? Did the attempt to 
lynch the apostle not occur before the delivery of the speech? Or what 
shall we make of this assertion (p. 89): “Luke is omitting a period to 
which Paul refers in Gal. 1,17, where he says that he spent some time in 
Arabia and worked out his Christian theology.” It is a bold way of making 
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St. Paul himself the authority for what everybody recognizes as a mere con- 
jecture of scholars that in Arabia he worked out his Christian theology. 
Of the opposite kind is the error on the same page, where the author says 
that we “know nothing of St. Paul’s sojourn in Tarsus (Acts 9, 26—30).” 
The fact is that we have very definite information from St. Paul himself on 
that period of his life, given Gal. 1,21—23. We shall not continue enu- 
merating historical inaccuracies and errors, although our list is not ex- 
hausted. What we have mentioned will show that books with modernistic 
leanings like the present one, listing in the bibliographies at the end of 
the various chapters largely works by well-known Modernists, are not 
necessarily impeccable in their scholarship. 

But is the work really guilty of espousing views which somewhat 
vaguely are comprehended in the term Modernism? Let the reader judge 
for himself. Page 18 we are told: “Like their forefathers of the Old 
Testament period, the Jews of Jesus’ day believed in one God. But a doc- 
trine of angels and demons had developed different from, and in addition to, 
that which is found in the Old Testament. The angels were numberless and 
formed the ‘heavenly host.’ Side by side with them are found demons, 
whose number is also very great. These demons were believed to live in 
desert regions and in places which were unclean.” Note well, a doctrine of 
angels and demons “had developed.” As to the angels, the inference seems 
inevitable that when, for instance, St. Luke speaks of the heavenly host, 
Luke 2, 13, this expression, according to Dr. Alleman, is to be regarded as 
embodying a later Jewish idea. Page 21: “Though they [i.e., the Essenes] 
were fairly numerous, they are not mentioned in the New Testament; but 
the work of John the Baptist reflects their influence.” This in spite of the 
specific divine pronouncement found in Luke 1,15, which shows that it 
was God’s direct command, and not Essene influence, which was responsible 
for the peculiar mode of life followed by John. Page 29: “But why are 
there four gospels? This question naturally suggests itself. The number 
is not without significance, though this came to be seen only gradually, for 
they were selected out of a number of so-called gospels which were in cir- 
culation in the second century.... Why, then, if there were many ‘gospels’ 
in circulation, were the four now found in the New Testament selected and 
the others allowed to perish? The answer is to be found in the contents 
of the gospels and in the Spirit’s leading of the Church’s missionary work. 
Matthew had its claims to a place among the sacred writings of the Church 
because it had been used in the training of Jewish Christians. Since it 
was impregnated with the Old Testament, it was naturally put first.” 
What a perversion of the true course of events! Our gospels were not 
selected, but were acknowledged to be what they actually were, inspired 
books bringing the message of the apostles and of Christ. Page 41: “Then 
[i. e., in Matthew’s gospel] follow the works of Jesus as Lawgiver, Prophet, 
and King. Jesus the Lawgiver wins His disciples and then in the Sermon 
on the Mount gives them the ‘better law.’” One cannot suppress the 
question whether it is a Lutheran or a Reformed theologian who is writing 
that sentence. Page 57 (the reference is to John’s gospel): “Only six 
days of His [Jesus’] life remain, but they are momentous days, and nearly 
one half of the gospel is devoted to their events. They are marked by 
a growing faith on the part of the people, but also by a deepening hatred 
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on the part of their leaders. Jesus therefore decides to offer Himself to. 
the nation as the Messiah, thus bringing matters to the issue which He 
knows will result in His crucifixion (John 12).” What will the young 
people think when they read this sentence with its remark about the 
decision of Jesus and then recall that, for instance, in Mark 10, 45 He 
declares He came (into the world) for the very purpose of giving His life 
as a ransom for many? Page 66 (footnote): “Jesus’ miracles were pre- 
dominantly miracles of healing. Dr. Klausner has shown how the terrible 
history of Palestine in that period of almost continuous war which had just 
preceded would have produced an inordinate amount of misery and disease, 
particularly mental disorders. All this Jesus associated with the hostile 
power of Satan, the enemy.” That is exactly what the Modernists say — 
Jesus “associated” these afflictions with the hostile power of Satan. There 
is not one of them that will object to this statement. But from a person 
sitting at the feet of Jesus and believing in Him as the eternal Son of God 
one expects a statement of a different ring. Page 70: “The one book that 
He [Jesus] knew was the Scriptures of His people. Jesus quoted nothing 
beyond it; He quoted it as His authority; but in His use of it He trans- 
formed and spiritualized it. The idea of God was not a book-truth with 
Him. He had an inner experience of God, and it was that which was the 
source of His life and teaching.” Did Jesus transform and spiritualize the 
Old Testament? we ask. The words have a dangerous sound. Page 70: 
“Old Testament prophecy had come to an end, leaving the ideal of God’s 
kingdom an unfulfilled hope. Jesus took up the message of the prophets 
where they had left off, but He interpreted the Kingdom ethically. To 
Jesus the Kingdom is the rule of God’s beneficent will in the hearts and 
lives of men.” Can the conclusion be avoided that according to Dr. Alle- 
man’s view the prophets did not interpret the Kingdom ethically? Page 72: 
“Jesus thus transformed the popular idea of the Messiah by linking it — 
and therefore Himself — with the idea of the suffering Servant of Is. 53. 
The Jews never connected these two, — the suffering Servant and the Mes- 
siah,— and even to the Twelve this idea proved a stumbling-block. But with 
Jesus it was central. ‘The influence of this great passage of Scripture 
[Is.53] upon the mind of Jesus,’ says Canon Box, ‘can hardly be mea- 
sured.’ ” Canon Box’s words, saying, in effect, that “Isaiah” inspired Jesus 
to become the Messiah (instead of acknowledging that our Lord inspired 
Isaiah) are quoted without reproof. Page 73: “The Old Testament 
stressed sacrifice as necessary for redemption, and this necessity had led 
to a system of animal and vegetable offerings.” Very acceptable to every 
Modernist! 

Thus we could continue quoting statements that are objectionable to 
a conservative Lutheran. Whoever feels that our charge of Modernism 
against this book is not substantiated by the above may write us, and we 
shall submit further evidence. It must have become apparent that Dr. Alle- 
man’s conception of the Bible is quite different from that which the Lu- 
theran Church, generally speaking, has cherished until now; and not only 
is he diverging from Lutheran teaching in his view concerning Holy Scrip- 
ture, but likewise in what he says about our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. 
It is true that the introduction says, p.6: “Throughout this volume there- 
fore it is assumed that the student has an appreciation of the New Testa-. 
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ment as an inspired record of divine revelation and as a book of divine 
truth, which possesses spiritual power to bring God’s salvation in Jesus 
Christ, His Son, to the souls of men.” If these words mean what con- 
servative Lutherans naturally understand them to mean, the contents of 
the book at various points contradict them. We have in the foregoing not 
alluded to some useful features of the book, the insertion of questions, 
bibliographies, directions and topics for study at the end of the various 
chapters. The doctrinal point of view of the author was what our interest 
was focused on; and we believe its direct or indirect doctrinal pronounce- 
ments will open the eyes of many people outside the United Lutheran Church 
of America to the hold which Modernism has on influential sections of that 
Lutheran body. W. ARNDT. 


Exploring the Deeps. Studies in Theology. By Archibald E. Deitz, D.D., 
Professor of Systematic Theology, Hartwick Theological Seminary, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. Fleming H. Revell Co., New York. 121 pages, 5144 X7%. 
Price, $1.25. 

The “Studies in Theology” which this volume presents are based largely 
on lectures, delivered by the author before the theological students attending 
Hartwick Lutheran Theological Seminary (U.L.C.). Practically they cover 
the whole field of dogmatic theology: “God and Man”; “The Origin of Sin”; 
“Man’s Position and Powers”; “The Consequences of Sin”; “Predestina- 
tion”; “The Person of Christ”; “The Atonement”; “The Acceptance of 
Christ”; “Justification and Regeneration”; “The Work of the Holy Spirit’; 
“The Union of the Soul with Christ”; “The Place and Function of Prayer”; 
“The Christian Life”; “The Ultimate Goal of Redemption.” All of these 
are subjects on which the Biblical theologian to-day must take issue with 
modernistic denial and perversion of Scriptural truth. The book therefore 
is timely, and its clear and simple, yet forceful and winsome, style makes 
its perusal a genuine pleasure. In his study of the book the reviewer was 
‘chiefly interested in the question as to how closely it approaches the doc- 
trinal position of our Lutheran Confessions. That question is of tremendous 
importance to-day in view of the fact that various Lutheran synods in our 
country are now contemplating a pan-Lutheran movement in the interest 
of more effectively combating the destructive teachings of modernistic church 
leaders. The essays in general are marked by a happy conservatism, which 
proves that also in the United Lutheran Church there is a strong positive 
wing that seeks its doctrinal orientation in Scripture and the Lutheran 
Confessions. Nevertheless the volume contains a number of manifest de- 
partures from the doctrines of our Confessions, and honesty impels us to 
point these out. Perhaps the author has been misled by his apologetic ten- 
dency to defend and render plausible to reason the mysteries of faith. In 
‘attempting this, he has allowed himself to go beyond Scripture and to sub- 
stitute for Scriptural doctrine speculations of reason. The title of the book, 
Exploring the Deeps, does not mean merely that the writer wishes to enter 
‘deeply into the doctrinal content of the Gospel mysteries as these are set 
forth in God’s Word. It rather means that he purposed to bring into agree- 
ment with one another seemingly contradictory doctrines, so that the in- 
quiring critical mind of man may approve of them. This is true especially 
of his presentation of the doctrines of election and conversion, which we 





Book Review. — iteratur. 557 


shall consider later. Lesser defects shall engage our attention first. In 
describing God, our orthodox Lutheran dogmaticians commonly presented 
the Bible facts about God on the basis of the dicta probantia. The author, 
however, employs a different method. From the fact that man has been 
created in the image of God he argues from man’s being to the divine Being,. 
though he admits the essential differences that exist between the finite crea- 
ture and the infinite Creator. While the conclusions at which he ultimately 
arrives are in accord with Scripture, the method itself is neither Lutheran 
nor free from serious dangers. Again, in endeavoring to show how sin could 
originate in creatures, originally created positively and absolutely good, 
the writer argues from the present nature and mode of temptation. He 
concedes that “there is an element of speculation in all this; yet it helps us 
to see how sin must have [?] originated” (p. 28). In reality the problem 
remains unsolved, since after the Fall temptation approaches corrupt crea- 
tures, whereas originally sin occurred in creatures that were perfectly holy 
and righteous. Yet also here, in his final deductions, the author is in agree- 
ment with Scripture, though there should have been more emphasis on the 
positive teaching of Holy Scripture. Just as serious, however, as the writer’s 
method of developing truths from certain premises or principles are certain 
expressions and phrases which he employs. It certainly is improper for 
a Lutheran theologian to apply to the satisfactio vicaria the epithet theory. 
For a Christian the Biblical truth of Christ’s vicarious atonement is not 
a theory, but a doctrine. Cf. p.63. Again, on the same page the writer 
speaks of the atonement, “not only in behalf of men, but in some sense in 
the place of men.” The phrase “in some sense” is certainly misleading. 
Christ suffered and died for us, not merely in some sense, but in every sense. 
The satisfactio vicaria presupposes substitution in the full meaning of the 
term; for we have redemption just because the incarnate Son of God took 
our place and became our Substitute. (Cf. Is. 53; 2 Cor. 5,21.) In the locus 
“The Person of Christ” the author seeks to explain the fact how both 
knowledge and ignorance could dwell at the same time in the God-man. 
Our dogmaticians hitherto explained this Scriptural truth by teaching in 
agreement with the Bible that Christ according to His human nature did 
not always and fully employ the divine majesty imparted to Him as the 
Son of Man. Exploring the Deeps explains it by saying that Christ’s “con- 
scious knowledge was limited, while underneath, in the realm of the sub- 
conscious, there were infinite depths of wisdom and knowledge” (p. 55). This 
distinction agrees neither with Scripture nor with reason. In the Bible 
there is no shred of evidence to show that Christ’s ignorance and knowledge 
must be considered from the viewpoint of His conscious and His subcon- 
scious mind. Reason, again, objects to the explanation because for all prac- 
tical purposes knowledge in the subconscious is absolutely inapplicative, 
whereas Christ freely used His imparted divine knowledge when and where 
it pleased Him. Hence all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge which 
He possessed (cf. Col. 2,3.9) were not in His subconscious, but in His con- 
scious mind, subject to His divine, omnipotent will. To ascribe ignorance 
to Christ’s conscious mind and to restrict His infinite knowledge to His 
subconscious self is a figment, which certainly does not explain how Christ 
could at the same time know and not know. — However, the chief difference 
between the writer’s expositions and the doctrine of our Confessions is found 
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in the locus “Predestination.” The author rejects Calvinism and correctly 
presents the teaching of Article XI of the Formula of Concord, according 
to which (to use the ipsissima verba of Exploring the Deeps) “there is an 
unsolvable mystery in both predestination and conversion and that it is 
‘quite impossible for us to determine ... why some men actually believe and 
are saved while others are not” (p.44). We here omitted some words be- 
cause they express a false antithesis, which our Formula of Concord does 
not admit, viz., “either why God elects some men to salvation and passes 
others by.” Our Formula of Concord never speaks of God as having passed 
by some, but repudiates this thought as a Calvinistic fallacy. — But to re- 
turn to our major discussion. The author writes: “This postulating of 
a double [?] mystery relieves the theologian of the effort to reconcile the 
apparently irreconcilable elements in the problem. Still the inquiring 
mind wistfully seeks for some other answer and wonders if it is a fact 
that this is the end of the investigation, if it is actually impossible to go 
further” (p.45). After that he propounds the old synergistic view in ex- 
plaining why some are saved and others are not saved. He declares: “First, 
He [the Holy Spirit] is in various ways enabling the man to do that which 
otherwise would be impossible, as, for example, to see the truth, to see facts 
as they are, and to appreciate and feel their significance in his heart, and 
to act accordingly. The second thing the Spirit does in the heart of the 
man is to urge him on to do the things which the Spirit is enabling him 
to do. This means that the Spirit seeks to persuade the man, strives ear- 
nestly with him, and tries to get him to look at his sin and to look at the 
Savior and actually to come to Him” (p. 46).—That, however, is synergism ; 
for the still unconverted person must cooperate with the Holy Spirit in 
effecting his conversion, using for this purpose the spiritual powers which 
he has received. It is the same kind of synergism which Latermann and 
his followers defended. Of course, the writer rejects the gross synergism 
of Melanchthon, viz., that a person can convert himself by means of his 
natural powers. He says: “If the question is raised in the case of a be- 
liever, How much did he contribute toward his conversion by his own nat- 
ural power or ability? the answer is, Nothing, absolutely nothing. ... The 
work of the Spirit described above is absolutely indispensable” (pp. 48. 49). 
‘That means that man by his natural powers cannot convert himself or as- 
sist in his conversion; but man can do this by means of spiritual powers 
imparted to him by the Holy Ghost. The writer thus assumes a status 
medius, when a person not yet converted, but already endowed with spiritual 
powers must decide either for or against divine grace. We read: “When 
such a state of affairs exists as is here described, there are at all times 
two courses of action open to the man—he may resist the drawing and 
urging of the Spirit and refuse to take the next forward step, whatever 
it may be, or, enabled and drawn by the Spirit, he may take that step. 
This choice is open at every point in the process of conversion” (p. 46 f.). 
(Italics always our own.) In the last anlysis this is the same synergism 
which Strigel and Pfeffinger taught and which Article II of our Formula 
of Concord so strongly rejects. To make his meaning clear beyond misunder- 
standing, the author proceeds: “If, now, at any point in the movement the 
man resists the drawing of the Spirit, then the whole movement stops right 
there, and the man remains, for the time being at least, an unbeliever. On 
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the other hand, if the man energized and drawn by the Spirit does not re- 
sist, he will take the successive steps involved and will be led to the Savior 
and will come to faith in Him. Thus the difference in result in the case 
of two men, one of whom finally believes while the other does not, is due 
to the difference in the choice or decision which they make. It is not a case 
of the Spirit working in the one man’s heart and not in the other’s, nor is it 
a case of the Spirit working with sufficient power upon the one, but not 
upon the other. His work was amply sufficient to accomplish the result 
in both cases. But the one man finally did that which the Spirit qualified 
and urged him to do, while the other resisted. Thus it may be said that 
all who do not resist God’s work of grace in their hearts come to faith in 
Christ and are saved, while all who do finally resist are lost” (p.47). It 
was this very synergistic doctrine that our fathers opposed and rejected 
during the last half century. This “each decides for himself” (p.48) is the 
essence of the most pernicious kind of synergism. 

The author next summarizes his doctrine of predestination as follows: 
“It is possible now to restate the doctrine of predestination. God deter- 
mined in eternity to prepare a way of redemption for all mankind through 
Christ and to offer salvation to all and to make an earnest effort by His 
Spirit to draw all men to faith in Christ. And He determined actually to 
bring to faith and so to eternal life all who did not finally resist His work 
of grace in their hearts. And, foreseeing who these individuals would be, 
He predestinated precisely these individuals to the inheritance of eternal 
life’ (p.48). The doctrine of predestination intuitu fidei is thus taught 
in a manner that accords with the author’s synergistic doctrine of conver- 
sion. On the latter he writes: “One man, for instance, thinks of the plea- 
sures of a selfish life and is unwilling to forego them, while another thinks 
of the blessings of the Christian life and reaches out to attain them. Hach 
decides for himself” (p.48). On the latter doctrine he writes: “The state- 
ment of Acts 13, 48 ‘And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed’ 
is essentially equivalent to the statement that as many as did not resist 
the work of God’s grace believed” (p.48). Thus, finally, the writer even 
twists and contorts Scripture in the interest of his synergistic doctrine on 
election and conversion. From his firm insistence upon the sola fide in the 
article on predestination and other places (cf.: “The believer can only think 
of all that [his natural corruption and his enmity against God] with a sense 
of shame as far as he himself is concerned and with a sense of overwhelming 
love and thankfulness as far as Christ is concerned. Christ, and Christ 
alone, has saved him” (p.50) the reviewer is inclined to believe that the 
author did not mean to teach synergism. Yet his doctrine is grossly syner- 
gistic after all (Latermannism) and therefore irreconcilable with the ar- 
ticulus fundamentalissimus of our Lutheran Confessions, the sola gratia. 

J. T. MUELLER. 


Ambassadors of Christ. By Paul Lindemann. Concordia Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Mo. 161 pages, 54,714. Price, $1.00. 

When reading this book, the conviction grows that the writing of it, 
assigned to the author by his pastoral conference, became to him a work 
of love, as he states in the foreword. Those “who share with him the privi- 
lege of being ambassadors of the King” will be grateful to the author for 
this book. 
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The reviewer was especially impressed by the chapter on “The Ambas- 
sador and the Individual.” Pastor Lindemann warns against the danger 
of the pastor’s being influenced by the present-day “regimentation of human 
forces and the prevalence of mass interest” to “lose himself in the group 
interests that bid for his attention and in the accumulation of movements 
and projects and ventures of various sorts” (p.110). In a powerful appeal 
he calls upon all pastors to adopt Christ’s method of evangelizing the world 
by dealing with the individual, closing the chapter with the stirring words: 
“May no earthly or official distractions divert his interests from the indi- 
vidual soul that God has loved with an everlasting love!” 

One paragraph we should like to see omitted or rewritten in a second 
edition. We refer to the warning against becoming overprofessionalized, 
pages 58 and 59. While naturally we must guard against “heresy-smelling 
and dogmatic hair-splitting,” yet the picture seems overdrawn. In our 
estimation there are not many ministers of this type to be found. Nor 
does it seem to us that the author means to say what these sentences imply, 
that dogmatic hair-splitting is due to reading only that which can be di- 
rectly used in the ministerial cause and that it can be remedied by merely 
keeping abreast of the best thinking of the day. Both the cause and the 
remedy lie elsewhere. THEO. LAETSCH. 


The Certainties of the Gospel. By W.G. Robinson. 150 pages, 5X74. 
Zondervan Press. Price, $1.00. 

Professor Robinson of the (Presbyterian) Columbia Theological Semi- 
nary, Decatur, Ga., sets forth, with a background of solid scholarship and 
with eloquent force, the fundamentals of Christianity as a certainty of 
conviction. These sermonic lectures are based on texts from Paul’s letters 
and treat the divine origin of the Gospel and the certainty of the resur- 
rection, of grace, and of justification by faith. On the points mentioned 
the author represents the Scriptural position. TH. GRAEBNER. 


Gingeqangene Literatur. 
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